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Preface to 
the New Edition 


The original edition of this book was published in November 1987, 
in all the principal languages and countries of the world. In the year 
since then, the word that was used for its title has become familiar 
everywhere, and the ideas it embraced have been the subject of al- 
most daily discussion and debate on the five continents. Those de- 
bates might be said to center around these questions: 


1. What really is perestroika? 
2. Is it really happening? 
3. What is its future? 


At the end of June 1988 an All-Union Conference of the Communist 
Party of the Soviet Union met in Moscow—the first in forty-nine 
years—to discuss these and other questions and define the way ahead 
for perestroika, thus providing the basis for a new updated addition 
to this book. That new material is included here, at the end of the 
complete, unaltered text of the original edition. Essentially, it com- 
prises the remarks made by Mikhail Gorbachev at the closing of the 
Conference and the seven resolutions taken by the Conference. To- 
gether they constitute the answers to the questions above. 


— THE PUBLISHERS 


To the Reader 


In writing this book it has been my desire to address directly the peo- 
ples of the USSR, the United States, indeed every country. 

I have met government and other leaders of many states and rep- 
resentatives of their public, but the purpose of this book is to talk 
without intermediaries to the citizens of the whole world about things 
that, without exception, concern us all. 

I have written this book because I believe in their common sense. 
I am convinced that they, like me, worry about the future of our 
planet. This is the most important matter. 

We must meet and discuss. We must tackle problems in a spirit 
of cooperation rather than animosity. I well realize that not everyone 
will agree with me. As a matter of fact, neither will I agree with 
everything others say on various issues. This makes dialogue all the 
more important. And this book is my contribution to it. 

Perestroika is no scientific treatise or propaganda pamphlet though 
the views, conclusions and analytical approaches which the reader 
will find in it are naturally based on definite values and theoretical 
premises. It is rather a collection of thoughts and reflections on 
perestroika, the problems we face, the scale of the changes involved 
and the complexity, responsibility and uniqueness of our time. I pur- 
posefully avoid cramming the book with facts, figures and details. It 
is a book about our plans and about the ways we are going to carry 
them through, and—I repeat—an invitation to dialogue. A large part 
of it is devoted to new political thinking, to the philosophy of our 
foreign policy. And if this book helps strengthen international trust, 
I shall consider its role fulfilled. 

What is perestroika, or restructuring? Why do we need it? What 
are its substance and objectives? What does it reject and what does 
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it create? How is it proceeding and what might be its consequences 
for the Soviet Union and the world community? 

These are all legitimate questions to which many seek answers: 
politicians and businessmen, scholars and journalists, teachers and 
physicians, clergymen, writers and students, workers and farmers. 
Many want to understand what is actually taking place in the Soviet 
Union, especially since newspapers and television in the West con- 
tinue to be swept by waves of ill-will toward my country. 

Perestroika is the focus of the intellectual life of our society now. 
That is natural, because it concerns the future of this country. The 
changes it is bringing affect all Soviet people and deal with the most 
vital issues. Everyone is anxious to know the kind of society we our- 
selves, and our children and grandchildren, will live in. 

Other socialist countries are showing a natural and lively interest 
in the Soviet restructuring. They, too, are living through a difficult 
but highly important period of quest in their development, devising 
and trying out ways of accelerating economic and social growth. 
Success here is largely linked with our interaction, with our joint un- 
dertakings and concems. 

So the current interest in our country is understandable, especially 
considering the influence it has in world affairs. 

Considering all these things, I assented to the request of the Amer- 
ican publishers to write this book. We want to be understood. The 
Soviet Union is truly living through a dramatic period. The Com- 
munist Party made a critical analysis of the situation that had devel- 
oped by the mid-1980s and formulated this policy of perestroika, or 
restructuring, a policy of accelerating the country’s social and eco- 
homic progress and renewing all spheres of life. Soviet people have 
both understood and accepted this policy. Perestroika has animated 
the whole of society. True, our country is huge. Many problems have 
accumulated and it won’t be easy to solve them. But change has be- 
gun and society cannot now tum back. 

There are different interpretations of perestroika in the West, in- 
cluding the United States. There is the view that it has been neces- 
sitated by the disastrous state of the Soviet economy and that it sig- 
nifies disenchantment with socialism and a crisis for its ideals and 
ultimate goals. Nothing could be further from the truth than such 
interpretations, whatever the motives behind them. 
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Of course, perestroika has been largely stimulated by our dissat- 
isfaction with the way things have been going in our country in re- 
cent years. But it has to a far greater extent been prompted by an 
awareness that the potential of socialism had been underutilized. We 
realize this particularly clearly now in the days of the seventieth an- 
niversary of our Revolution. We have a sound material foundation, 
a wealth of experience and a broad world outlook with which to per- 
fect our society purposefully and continuously, seeking to gain ever 
greater returns—in terms of quantity and quality—from all our activ- 
ities. 

I would say from the start that perestroika has proved more diffi- 
cult than we at first imagined. We have had to reassess many things. 
Yet, with every step forward we are more and more convinced that 
we have taken the right track and are doing things properly. 

Some people say that the ambitious goals set forth by the policy 
of perestroika in our country have prompted the peace proposals we 
have lately made in the international arena. This is an oversimplifi- 
cation. It is well known that the Soviet Union has long been working 
towards peace and cooperation and has advanced many proposals 
which, had they been accepted, would have normalized the interna- 
tional situation. 

True, we need normal international conditions for our internal 
progress. But we want a world free of war, without arms races, nu- 
clear weapons and violence; not only because this is an optimal con- 
dition for our internal development. It is an objective global require- 
ment that stems from the realities of the present day. 

But our new thinking goes further. The world is living in an atmo- 
sphere not only of nuclear threat, but also of unresolved major social 
problems, of new stresses created by scientific and technological ad- 
vancement and by the exacerbation of global problems. Mankind to- 
day faces unprecedented problems and the future will hang in the 
balance, if joint solutions are not found. All countries are now more 
interdependent than ever before, and the stockpiling of weapons, es- 
pecially nuclear missiles, makes the outbreak of a world war, even 
if unsanctioned or accidental, increasingly more probable, due simply 
to a technical failure or human fallibility. Yet all living things on 
Earth would suffer. 

Everyone seems to agree that there would be neither winners nor 
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losers in such a war. There would be no survivors. It is a mortal 
threat for all. 


Although the prospect of death in a nuclear war is undoubtedly the 
most appalling scenario possible, the issue is broader than that. The 
spiraling arms race, coupled with the military and political realities 
of the world and the persistent traditions of pre-nuclear political 
thinking, impedes cooperation between countries and peoples, 
which—East and West agree—is indispensable if the world’s nations 
want to preserve nature intact, to ensure the rational use and repro- 
duction of her resources and, consequently, to survive as befits hu- 
man beings. 

True, the world is no longer the same as it was, and its new prob- 
lems cannot be tackled on the basis of thinking carried over from 
previous centuries. Can we still cling to the view that war is a con- 
tinuation of politics by other means? 

In short, we in the Soviet leadership have come to the conclu- 
sion—and are reiterating it—that there is a need for new political 
thinking. Furthermore, Soviet leaders are vigorously seeking to trans- 
late this new thinking into action, primarily in the field of disarma- 
ment. This is what prompted the foreign policy initiatives we have 
honestly offered the world. 

As regards the scope of new historical thinking, it really embraces 
all the basic problems of our time. 

For all the contradictions of the present-day world, for all the di- 
versity of social and political systems in it, and for all the different 
choices made by the nations in different times, this world is never- 
theless one whole. We are all passengers aboard one ship, the Earth, 
and we must not allow it to be wrecked. There will be no second 
Noah’s Ark. 

Politics should be based on realities. And the most formidable 
reality of the world today is the vast military arsenals, both conven- 
tional and nuclear of the United States and the Soviet Union. This 
places on our two countries a special responsibility to the whole 
world. Conscious of this fact, we genuinely seek to improve Soviet- 
American relations and attain at least that minimum of mutual un- 
derstanding needed to resolve issues crucial to the world’s future. 

We openly say that we reject the hegemony-seeking aspirations and 
global claims of the United States. We do not like certain aspects of 
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American politics and way of life. But we respect the right of the 
people of the United States, as well as that of any other people, to 
live according to their own rules and laws, customs and tastes. We 
know and take into account the great role played by the United States 
in the modern world, value the Americans’ contribution to world civ- 
ilization, reckon with the legitimate interests of the United States, and 
realize that, without that country, it is impossible to remove the threat 
of nuclear catastrophe and secure a lasting peace. We have no ill in- 
tent toward the American people. We are willing and ready to co- 
operate in all areas. 

But we want to cooperate on the basis of equality, mutual under- 
standing and reciprocity. Sometimes we are not only disappointed but 
have serious misgivings when in the United States our country is 
treated as an aggressor, an ‘‘empire of evil.’’ All manner of tall sto- 
ries and falsehoods are spread about us, distrust and hostility are 
shown toward our people, all kinds of limitations imposed and, sim- 
ply, uncivilized attitudes are assumed toward us. This is impermis- 
sible shortsightedness. 

Time slips past and must not be wasted. We have to act. The sit- 
uation does not allow us to wait for the ideal moment: constructive 
and wide-ranging dialogue is needed today. That is what we intend 
when we arrange television links between Soviet and American cit- 
ies, between Soviet and American politicians and public figures, be- 
tween ordinary Americans and Soviet citizens. We have our media 
present the full spectrum of Western positions, including the most 
conservative of them. We encourage contacts with exponents of dif- 
ferent outlooks and political convictions. In this way we express our 
understanding that this practice helps us to move toward a mutually 
acceptable world. 

We are far from regarding our approach as the only correct one. 
We have no universal solutions, but we are prepared to cooperate 
sincerely and honestly with the United States and other countries in 
seeking answers to all problems, even the most difficult ones. 


PART ONE 


Perestroika 


Perestroika: Origins, Essence, 
Revolutionary Character 


What is perestroika? What prompted the idea of restructuring? What 
does it mean in the history of socialism? What does it augur for the 
peoples of the Soviet Union? How might it influence the outside 
world? All these questions concern the world public and are being 
actively discussed. Let me begin with the first one. 


Perestroika—An Urgent Necessity 


I think one thing should be borne in mind when studying the origins 
and essence of perestroika in the USSR. Perestroika is no whim on 
the part of some ambitious individuals or a group of leaders. If it 
were, no exhortations, plenary meetings or even a party congress 
could have rallied the people to the work which we are now doing 
and which involves more and more Soviet people each day. 

Perestroika is an urgent necessity arising from the profound pro- 
cesses of development in our socialist society. This society is ripe for 
change. It has long been yearning for it. Any delay in beginning per- 
estroika could have led to an exacerbated internal situation in the near 
future, which, to put it bluntly, would have been fraught with serious 
social, economic and political crises. 

We have drawn these conclusions from a broad and frank analysis 
of the situation that has developed in our society by the middle of 
the eighties. This situation and the problems arising from it presently 
confront the country’s leadership, in which new people have gradu- 
ally appeared in the last few years. I would like to discuss here the 
main results of this analysis, in the course of which we had to reas- 
sess many things and look back at our history, both recent and not 
so recent. 
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Russia, where a great Revolution’ took place seventy years ago, is 
an ancient country with a unique history filled with searchings, ac- 
complishments and tragic events. It has given the world many dis- 
coveries and outstanding personalities. 

However, the Soviet Union is a young state without analogues in 
history or in the modern world. Over the past seven decades—a short 
span in the history of human civilization—our country has traveled a 
path equal to centuries. One of the mightiest powers in the world rose 
up to replace the backward semi-colonial and semi-feudal Russian 
Empire. Huge productive forces, a powerful intellectual potential, a 
highly advanced culture, a unique community of over one hundred 
nations and nationalities, and firm social protection for 280 million 
people on a territory forming one-sixth of the Earth—such are our 
great and indisputable achievements and Soviet people are justly 
proud of them. 

I am not saying this to make my land appear better than it was or 
is. I do not want to sound like an apologist for whom ‘‘mine’’ means 
best and unquestionably superior. What I have just said is actual real- 
ity, authentic fact, the visible product of the work of several gener- 
ations of our people. And it is equally clear that my country’s prog- 
ress became possible only thanks to the Revolution. It is the product 
of the Revolution. It is the fruit of socialism, the new social system, 
and the result of the historical choice made by our people. Behind them 
are the feats of our fathers and grandfathers and millions of working 
people—workers, farmers and intellectuals—who seventy years ago as- 
sumed direct responsibility for the future of their country. 

I would like the reader to contemplate all this: otherwise it would 
be hard to see what has happened and is happening in our society. 
I shall return to the historical aspects of our development later. Let 
me first explain the far-from-simple situation which had developed in 
the country by the eighties and which made perestroika necessary and 
inevitable. 

At some stage—this became particularly clear in the latter half of 
the seventies—something happened that was at first sight inexplica- 


' The Revolution began on 25 October 1917 according to the Julian Calendar which 
was used in Russia until February 1918. It was thirteen days behind the generally- 
accepted Gregorian Calendar. That is why we now celebrate the anniversary of the 
Revolution on 7 November. 
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ble. The country began to lose momentum. Economic failures be- 
came more frequent. Difficulties began to accumulate and deteriorate, 
and unresolved problems to multiply. Elements of what we call stag- 
nation and other phenomena alien to socialism began to appear in the 
life of society. A kind of ‘‘braking mechanism’’ affecting social and 
economic development formed. And all this happened at a time when 
scientific and technological revolution opened up new prospects for 
economic and social progress. 

Something strange was taking place: the huge fly-wheel of a pow- 
erful machine was revolving, while either transmission from it to 
work places was skidding or drive belts were too loose. 

Analyzing the situation, we first discovered a slowing economic 
growth. In the last fifteen years the national income growth rates had 
declined by more than a half and by the beginning of the eighties 
had fallen to a level close to economic stagnation. A country that 
was once quickly closing on the world’s advanced nations began to 
lose one position after another. Moreover, the gap in the efficiency 
of production, quality of products, scientific and technological de- 
velopment, the production of advanced technology and the use of ad- 
vanced techniques began to widen, and not to our advantage. 

The gross output drive, particularly in heavy industry, turned out 
to be a ‘‘top-priority’’ task, just an end in itself. The same happened 
in capital construction, where a sizable portion of the national wealth 
became idle capital. There were costly projects that never lived up 
to the highest scientific and technological standards. The worker or 
the enterprise that had expended the greatest amount of labor, ma- 
terial and money was considered the best. It is natural for the pro- 
ducer to ‘‘please’’ the consumer, if I may put it that way. With us, 
however, the consumer found himself totally at the mercy of the pro- 
ducer and had to make do with what the latter chose to give him. 
This was again a result of the gross output drive. 

It became typical of many of our economic executives to think not 
of how to build up the national asset, but of how to put more ma- 
terial, labor and working time into an item to sell it at a higher price. 
Consequently, for all ‘‘gross output,’’ there was a shortage of goods. 
We spent, in fact we are still spending, far more on raw materials, 
energy and other resources per unit of output than other developed 
nations. Our country’s wealth in terms of natural and manpower re- 
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sources has spoilt, one may even say corrupted, us. That, in fact, is 
chiefly the reason why it was possible for our economy to develop 
extensively for decades. 

Accustomed to giving priority to quantitative growth in produc- 
tion, we tried to check the falling rates of growth, but did so mainly 
by continually increasing expenditures: we built up the fuel and 
energy industries and increased the use of natural resources in pro- 
duction. 

As time went on, material resources became harder to get and more 
expensive. On the other hand, the extensive methods of fixed capital 
expansion resulted in an artificial shortage of manpower. In an at- 
tempt to rectify the situation somehow, large, unjustified, i.e., in fact 
uneamed, bonuses began to be paid and all kinds of undeserved in- 
centives introduced under the pressure of this shortage, and that led, 
at a later stage, to the practice of padding reports merely for gain. 
Parasitical attitudes were on the rise, the prestige of conscientious and 
high-quality labor began to diminish and a ‘‘wage-leveling’’ mental- 
ity was becoming widespread. The imbalance between the measure 
of work and the measure of consumption, which had become some- 
thing like the linchpin of the braking mechanism, not only obstructed 
the growth of labor productivity, but led to the distortion of the prin- 
ciple of social justice. 

So the inertia of extensive economic development was leading to 
an economic deadlock and stagnation. 

The economy was increasingly squeezed financially. The sale of 
large quantities of oil and other fuel and energy resources and raw 
materials on the world market did not help. It only aggravated the 
situation. Currency earnings thus made were predominantly used for 
tackling problems of the moment rather than on economic moderm- 
ization or on catching up technologically. 

Declining rates of growth and economic stagnation were bound to 
affect other aspects of the life of Soviet society. Negative trends se- 
riously affected the social sphere. This led to the appearance of the 
so-called ‘‘residual principle’’ in accordance with which social and 
cultural programs received what remained in the budget after allo- 
cations to production. A ‘‘deaf ear’’ sometimes seemed to be tumed 
to social problems. The social sphere began to lag behind other 
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spheres in terms of technological development, personnel, know-how 
and, most importantly, quality of work. 

Here we have more paradoxes. Our society has ensured full em- 
ployment and provided fundamental social guarantees. At the same 
time, we failed to use to the full the potential of socialism to meet 
the growing requirements in housing, in quality and sometimes quan- 
tity of foodstuffs, in the proper organization of the work of transport, 
in health services, in education and in tackling other problems which, 
naturally, arose in the course of society’s development. 

An absurd situation was developing. The Soviet Union, the world’s 
biggest producer of steel, raw materials, fuel and energy, has short- 
falls in them due to wasteful or inefficient use. One of the biggest 
producers of grain for food, it nevertheless has to buy millions of 
tons of grain a year for fodder. We have the largest number of doc- 
tors and hospital beds per thousand of the population and, at the same 
time, there are glaring shortcomings in our health services. Our rock- 
ets can find Halley’s comet and fly to Venus with amazing accuracy, 
but side by side with these scientific and technological tnumphs is an 
obvious lack of efficiency in using scientific achievements for eco- 
nomic needs, and many Soviet household appliances are of poor 
quality. 

This, unfortunately, is not all. A gradual erosion of the ideological 
and moral values of our people began. 

It was obvious to everyone that the growth rates were sharply 
dropping and that the entire mechanism of quality control was not 
working properly; there was a lack of receptivity to the advances in 
science and technology; the improvement in living standards was 
slowing down and there were difficulties in the supply of foodstuffs, 
housing, consumer goods and services. 

On the ideological plane as well, the braking mechanism brought 
about ever greater resistance to the attempts to constructively scru- 
tinize the problems that were emerging and to the new ideas. Prop- 
aganda of success—real or imagined—was gaining the upper hand. 
Eulogizing and servility were encouraged; the needs and opinions of 
ordinary working people, of the public at large, were ignored. In the 
social sciences scholastic theorization was encouraged and developed, 
but creative thinking was driven out from the social sciences, and su- 
perfluous and voluntarist assessments and judgments were declared 
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indisputable truths. Scientific, theoretical and other discussions, which 
are indispensable for the development of thought and for creative en- 
deavor, were emasculated. Similar negative tendencies also affected 
culture, the arts and journalism, as well as the teaching process and 
medicine, where mediocrity, formalism and loud eulogizing surfaced, 
too. 

The presentation of a ‘‘problem-free’’ reality backfired: a breach 
had formed between word and deed, which bred public passivity and 
disbelief in the slogans being proclaimed. It was only natural that this 
situation resulted in a credibility gap: everything that was proclaimed 
from the rostrums and printed in newspapers and textbooks was put 
in question. Decay began in public morals; the great feeling of sol- 
idarity with each other that was forged during the heroic times of the 
Revolution, the first five-year plans, the Great Patriotic War and 
postwar rehabilitation was weakening; alcoholism, drug addiction and 
crime were growing; and the penetration of the stereotypes of mass 
culture alien to us, which bred vulgarity and low tastes and brought 
about ideological barrenness, increased. 

Party guidance was relaxed, and initiative lost in some of the vital 
social processes. Everybody started noticing the stagnation among the 
leadership and the violation of the natural process of change there. 
At a certain stage this made for a poorer performance by the 
Politburo’ and the Secretariat” of the CPSU Central Committee, by 
the government and throughout the entire Central Committee and the 
Party apparatus, for that matter. 

Political flirtation and mass distribution of awards, titles and bo- 
nuses often replaced genuine concern for the people, for their living 
and working conditions, for a favorable social atmosphere. An atmo- 
sphere emerged of ‘‘everything goes,’’ and fewer and fewer demands 
were made on discipline and responsibility. Attempts were made to 
cover it all up with pompous campaigns and undertakings and cele- 
brations of numerous anniversaries centrally and locally. The world 


' Politburo of the CPSU Central Committee—the collective leadership body of the 
CPSU Central Committee, which is elected at a plenary meeting of the Central Committee 
to guide the Party work between the plenary meetings of the CPSU Central Committee. 

* Secretariat of the CPSU Central Committee—a body of the CPSU Central Com- 
mittee which is elected at a plenary meeting of the Central Committee to supervise the 
Party’s day-to-day work, mainly in selecting the cadres and organizing the verification 
of the fulfilment of the decisions adopted. 
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of day-to-day realities and the world of feigned prosperity were di- 
verging more and more. 

Many Party organizations in the regions were unable to uphold 
principles or to attack with determination bad tendencies, slack atti- 
tudes, the practice of covering up for one another and lax discipline. 
More often than not, the principles of equality among Party members 
were violated. Many Party members in leading posts stood beyond 
control and criticism, which led to failures in work and to serious 
malpractices. 

At some administrative levels there emerged a disrespect for the 
law and encouragement of eyewash and bribery, servility and glori- 
fication. Working people were justly indignant at the behavior of 
people who, enjoying trust and responsibility, abused power, sup- 
pressed criticism, made fortunes and, in some cases, even became 
accomplices in—if not organizers of—criminal acts. 

In fairness, it must be said that over those years many vitally im- 
portant issues were also resolved, one way or another. But, first, 
those were just a few of the problems which had long demanded at- 
tention, and, second, even where decisions were taken, they were 
only partially enacted, or not at all. And, most significantly, none of 
those measures were comprehensive; they affected only some aspects 
of the life of society, while leaving the existing braking mechanism 
intact. 

Naturally, Party organizations worked and the overwhelming ma- 
jority of communists did their duty to the people sincerely and self- 
lessly. And still it has to be recognized that there was no effective 
effort to bar dishonest, pushy, self-seeking people. In general, prac- 
tical steps which were taken by Party and state bodies lagged behind 
the requirements of the times and of life itself. Problems snowballed 
faster than they were resolved. On the whole, society was becoming 
increasingly unmanageable. We only thought that we were in the 
saddle, while the actual situation that was arising was one that Lenin 
warned against: the automobile was not going where the one at the 
steering wheel thought it was going. 

Not that that period should be painted solely in dark colors. The 
overwhelming majority of Soviet people worked honestly. Science, 
the economy and culture continued to develop. All the more inad- 
missible and painful, then, were the negative phenomena. 
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I think I have said enough for you to realize how serious the sit- 
uation was and how urgent a thorough change was. The Party has 
found the strength and the courage to soberly appraise the situation 
and recognize that fundamental changes and transformations are in- 
dispensable. 

An unbiased and honest approach led us to the only logical con- 
clusion that the country was verging on crisis. This conclusion was 
announced at the April 1985 Plenary Meeting of the Central Com- 
mittee, which inaugurated the new strategy of perestroika and for- 
mulated its basic principles. 

I would like to emphasize here that this analysis began a long time 
before the April Plenary Meeting' and that therefore its conclusions 
were well thought out. It was not something out of the blue, but 
a balanced judgment. It would be a mistake to think that a month 
after the Central Committee Plenary Meeting in March 1985, which 
elected me General Secretary, there suddenly appeared a group of 
people who understood everything and knew everything, and that 
these people gave clear-cut answers to all questions. Such miracles 
do not exist. 

The need for change was brewing not only in the material sphere 
of life but also in public consciousness. People who had practical ex- 
perience, a sense of justice and commitment to the ideals of Bolshe- 
vism criticized the established practice of doing things and noted with 
anxiety the symptoms of moral degradation and erosion of revolu- 
tionary ideals and socialist values. 

Workers, farmers and intellectuals, Party functionaries centrally and 
locally, came to ponder the situation in the country. There was a 
growing awareness that things could not go on like this much longer. 
Perplexity and indignation welled up that the great values bom of the 
October Revolution and the heroic struggle for socialism were being 
trampled underfoot. 

All honest people saw with bitterness that people were losing in- 
terest in social affairs, that labor no longer had its respectable status, 
that people, especially the young, were after profit at all cost. Our 


' The April 1985 Plenary Meeting of the CPSU Central Committee put forward and 
substantiated the concept of accelerated socio-economic development for the USSR. 
This formed the basis of the new edition of the Party Program, later endorsed by the 
27th Party Congress as the Party’s general policy line. 
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people have always had an intrinsic ability to discern the gap be- 
tween word and deed. No wonder Russian folk tales are full of 
mockery aimed against people who like pomp and trappings; and lit- 
erature, which has always played a great role in our country’s spir- 
itual life, is merciless to every manifestation of injustice and abuse 
of power. In their best works writers, film-makers, theater producers 
and actors tried to boost people’s belief in the ideological achieve- 
ments of socialism and hope for a spiritual revival of society and, 
despite bureaucratic bans and even persecution, prepared people mor- 
ally for perestroika. 

By saying all this I want to make the reader understand that the 
energy for revolutionary change has been accumulating amid our 
people and in the Party for some time. And the ideas of perestroika 
have been prompted not just by pragmatic interests and considera- 
tions but also by our troubled conscience, by the indomitable com- 
mitment to ideals which we inherited from the Revolution and as a 
result of a theoretical quest which gave us a better knowledge of so- 
ciety and reinforced our determination to go ahead. 


Turning to Lenin, an Ideological Source of Perestroika 


The life-giving impetus of our great Revolution was too powerful for 
the Party and people to reconcile themselves to phenomena that were 
threatening to squander its gains. The works of Lenin and his ideals 
of socialism remained for us an inexhaustible source of dialectical 
creative thought, theoretical wealth and political sagacity. His very 
image is an undying example of lofty moral strength, all-round spir- 
itual culture and selfless devotion to the cause of the people and to 
socialism. Lenin lives on in the minds and hearts of millions of peo- 
ple. Breaking down all the barriers erected by scholastics and dog- 
matists, an interest in Lenin’s legacy and a thirst to know him more 
extensively in the original grew as negative phenomena in society ac- 
cumulated. 

Turning to Lenin has greatly stimulated the Party and society in 
their search to find explanations and answers to the questions that 
have arisen. Lenin’s works in the last years of his life have drawn 
particular attention. I shall adduce my own experience to corroborate 
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this point. In my report of 22 April 1983, at a gala session dedicated 
to the 113th anniversary of Lenin’s birth, I referred to Lenin’s tenets 
on the need for taking into account the requirements of objective eco- 
nomic laws, on planning and cost accounting’, and intelligent use of 
commodity-money relations and material and moral incentives. The 
audience enthusiastically supported this reference to Lenin’s ideas. I 
felt, once again, that my reflections coincided with the sentiments of 
my fellow Party members and the many people who were seriously 
concerned about our problems and sincerely wanted to rectify mat- 
ters. Indeed, many of my fellow Party members felt an urgent need 
for the renewal of society, for changes. However, I should say that 
I also sensed that not everybody liked the report, but felt that it was 
not as optimistic as the time required. 

Today we have a better understanding of Lenin’s last works, which 
were in essence his political bequest, and we more clearly understand 
why these works appeared. Gravely ill, Lenin was deeply concerned 
for the future of socialism. He perceived the lurking dangers for the 
new system. We, too, must understand this concern. He saw that 
socialism was encountering enormous problems and that it had to 
contend with a great deal of what the bourgeois revolution had 
failed to accomplish. Hence the utilization of methods which did not 
seem to be intrinsic to socialism itself or, at least, diverged in some 
respects from generally accepted classical notions of socialist de- 
velopment. 

The Leninist period is indeed very important. It is instructive in 
that it proved the strength of Marxist-Leninist dialectics, the conclu- 
sions of which are based on an analysis of the actual historical sit- 
uation. Many of us realized even long before the April Plenary Meet- 
ing that everything pertaining to the economy, culture, democracy, 
foreign policy—all spheres—had to be reappraised. The important 
thing was to translate it into the practical language of everyday life. 


' Cost accounting—a method of work of an enterprise within the framework of the 
national economic plan. It envisages an enterprise using publicly owned means of pro- 
duction and meeting all expenses and payments to the state budget with profits made 
through sales of products, scientific ideas and technologies, services and so on. How- 
ever, the state finances the expansion and modemization programs of enterprises. With 
full cost accounting, introduced in 1987, an enterprise finances all its expenses itself, 
its payments to the state budget being reduced accordingly. 
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A Carefully Prepared Program, 
Rather Than a Pompous Declaration 


The concept of restructuring with all the problems involved had been 
evolving gradually. Way back before the April Plenary Meeting a 
group of Party and state leaders had begun a comprehensive analysis 
of the state of the economy. Their analysis then became the basis for 
the documents of perestroika. Using the recommendations of scien- 
tists and experts, our entire potential, all the best that social thought 
had created, we elaborated the basic ideas and drafted a policy which 
we subsequently began to implement. 

Thus, an arsenal of constructive ideas had been accumulated. 
Therefore, at the April 1985 Plenary Meeting we managed to pro- 
pose a more or less well-considered, systematized program and to 
outline a concrete strategy for the country’s further development and 
a plan of action. It was clear that cosmetic repairs and patching would 
not do; a major overhaul was required. Nor was it possible to wait, 
for much time had been lost as it was. 

The first question to arise was one of improving the economic sit- 
uation, stopping and reversing the unfavorable trends in that sphere. 

The most immediate priority, which we naturally first looked to, 
was to put the economy into some kind of order, to tighten up dis- 
cipline, to raise the level of organization and responsibility, and to 
catch up in areas where we were behind. A great deal of hard work 
was done and, for that matter, is continuing. As expected, it has pro- 
duced its first results. The rates of economic growth have stopped 
declining and are even showing some signs of improvement. 

To be sure, we saw that these means alone would not impart a 
great dynamism to the economy. The principal priorities are known 
to lie elsewhere—in a profound structural reorganization of the econ- 
omy, in reconstruction of its material base, in new technologies, in 
investment policy changes, and in high standards in management. All 
that adds up to one thing—acceleration of scientific and technological 
progress. 

And certainly it is not by chance that after the April Plenary Meet- 
ing the first move the new leadership of the Soviet Union made was 
to discuss these matters at an important conference of the CPSU 
Central Committee in June 1985. It was not the sort of discussion 
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we had been accustomed to for many years. A lot of criticism was 
made—bitter but passionate. But the main things discussed were spe- 
cific and effective ways and means of going over to intensive eco- 
nomics, to a new quality of economic growth. 

During that year, substantial comprehensive programs were worked 
out in major areas of science and technology. They are aimed at 
achieving a major breakthrough and reaching the world level by the 
end of this century. 

In effect, we have here a new investment and structural policy. The 
emphasis has been shifted from new construction to the technical re- 
tooling of enterprises, to saving the resources, and sharply raising the 
quality of output. We will still pay much attention to the develop- 
ment of the mining industries, but in providing the economy with raw 
materials, fuel and power, the emphasis will now be on the adoption 
of resource-saving technologies, on the rational utilization of re- 
sources. 

A special program has been developed for modernizing the engi- 
neering industry, which has been neglected. The program is aimed at 
a complete renewal of engineering products and at achieving the 
world level as early as the beginning of the 1990s. And, sure enough, 
the program includes a radical transformation of the economic mech- 
anism, which, as we now know well, is essential for a breakthrough 
in technological progress and for increasing economic efficiency. 

This question is so important that I will have to go back to it more 
than once, in many pages of this book. 

The economy has, of course, been and remains our main concem. 
But at the same time we have set about changing the moral and psy- 
chological situation in society. Back in the 1970s many people re- 
alized that we could not do without drastic changes in thinking and 
psychology, in the organization, style and methods of work every- 
where—in the Party, the state machinery, and upper echelons. And 
this has happened, in the Party’s Central Committee, in the govern- 
ment, as well as elsewhere. Certain personnel changes at all levels 
were needed. New people took over leadership positions, people who 
understood the situation well and had ideas as to what should be done 
and how. 

An uncompromising struggle was launched against violations of the 
principles of socialist justice with no account being taken of who 
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committed these violations. A policy of openness was proclaimed. 
Those who spoke in favor of Party, government and economic bodies 
and public organizations conducting their activities openly were al- 
lowed to have their say and unwarranted restrictions and bans were 
removed. 

We have come to the conclusion that unless we activate the human 
factor, that is, unless we take into consideration the diverse interests 
of people, work collectives, public bodies, and various social groups, 
unless we rely on them, and draw them into active, constructive en- 
deavor, it will be impossible for us to accomplish any of the tasks 
set, or to change the situation in the country. 

I have long appreciated a remarkable formula advanced by Lenin: 
socialism is the living creativity of the masses. Socialism is not an 
a priori theoretical scheme, in keeping with which society is divided 
into two groups: those who give instructions and those who follow 
them. I am very much against such a simplified and mechanical un- 
derstanding of socialism. 

People, human beings with all their creative diversity, are the 
makers of history. So the initial task of restructuring—an indispens- 
able condition, necessary if it is to be successful—is to ‘‘wake up’’ 
those people who have ‘‘fallen asleep’’ and make them truly active 
and concemed, to ensure that everyone feels as if he is the master 
of the country, of his enterprise, office, or institute. This is the main 
thing. 

To get the individual involved in all processes is the most impor- 
tant aspect of what we are doing. Perestroika is to provide a ‘‘melt- 
ing-pot’’ for society and, above all, the individual himself. It will be 
a renovated society. This is how serious the job is that we have be- 
gun to tackle, and it is a very difficult task. But the goal is worth 
the effort. 

Everything we are doing can be interpreted and assessed differ- 
ently. There is an old story. A traveler approached some people 
erecting a structure and asked one by one: ‘‘What is it you’re 
doing?’’ One replied with irritation: ‘‘Oh, look, from morning till 
night we carry these damned stones . . .’’ Another rose from his 
knees, straightened his shoulders and said proudly: ‘‘You see, it’s a 
temple we’re building!”’ 

So if you see this lofty goal—a shining temple on a green hill— 
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then the heaviest of stones are light, the most exhausting work a 
pleasure. 

To do something better, you must work an extra bit harder. I like 
this phrase: working an extra bit harder. For me it is not just a slo- 
gan, but a habitual state of mind, a disposition. Any job one takes 
on must be grasped and felt with one’s soul, mind and heart; only 
then will one work an extra bit harder. 

A weak-spirited person won’t work an extra bit harder. On the 
contrary, he gives in before difficulties, they overwhelm him. But if 
a person is strong in his convictions and knowledge, is morally 
strong, he can’t be broken, he can weather any storms. We know 
this from our history. 

Today our main job is to lift the individual spiritually, respecting 
his inner world and giving him moral strength. We are seeking to 
make the whole intellectual potential of society and all the poten- 
tialities of culture work to mold a socially active person, spiritually 
rich, just and conscientious. An individual must know and feel that 
his contribution is needed, that his dignity is not being infringed 
upon, that he is being treated with trust and respect. When an indi- 
vidual sees all this, he is capable of accomplishing much. 

Of course, perestroika somehow affects everybody; it jolts many 
out of their customary state of calm and satisfaction at the existing 
way of life. Here I think it is appropriate to draw your attention to 
one specific feature of socialism. I have in mind the high degree of 
social protection in our society. On the one hand, it is, doubtless, a 
benefit and a major achievement of ours. On the other, it makes some 
people spongers. 

There is virtually no unemployment. The state has assumed con- 
cern for ensuring employment. Even a person dismissed for laziness 
or a breach of labor discipline must be given another job. Also, wage- 
leveling has become a regular feature of our everyday life: even if a 
person is a bad worker, he gets enough to live fairly comfortably. 
The children of an outright parasite will not be left to the mercy of 
fate. We have enormous sums of money concentrated in the social 
funds from which people receive financial assistance. The same funds 
provide subsidies for the upkeep of kindergartens, orphanages, Young 
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Pioneer houses’ and other institutions related to children’s creativity 
and sport. Health care is free, and so is education. People are pro- 
tected from the vicissitudes of life, and we are proud of this. 

But we also see that dishonest people try to exploit these advan- 
tages of socialism; they know only their nghts, but they do not want 
to know their duties: they work poorly, shirk and drink hard. There 
are quite a few people who have adapted the existing laws and prac- 
tices to their own selfish interests. They give little to society, but 
nevertheless managed to get from it all that is possible and what even 
seems impossible; they have lived on unearned incomes. 

The policy of restructuring puts everything in its place. We are 
fully restoring the principle of socialism: ‘‘From each according to 
his ability, to each according to his work,’’ and we seek to affirm 
social justice for all, equal rights for all, one law for all, one kind 
of discipline for all, and high responsibilities for each. Perestroika 
raises the level of social responsibility and expectation. The only 
people to resent the changes are those who believe that they already 
have what they need, so why should they readjust? But if a person 
has conscience, if he does not forget about the good of his people, 
he cannot—and must not—reason in such a way. And then glasnost, 
or openness, reveals that someone enjoys illegal privileges. We can 
no longer tolerate stagnation. 

We pose the question in the following way: worker and manager, 
farm machine operator and club director, journalist and politician— 
everyone has something to review in his style and methods of work, 
and needs to critically assess their own position. We have posed the 
task of overcoming inertia and conservatism sharply—so as to prick 
everybody’s pride. This struck a nerve with many people—they are 
the majority, although a few people reacted negatively, especially 
those who were aware of their adherence to the old. We must also 
look at ourselves in terms of whether we live and act according to 
our conscience. In some things we may have gone astray, adopting 
standards alien to us; for example, we have begun contracting a phil- 
istine consumerist mentality. If we learn to work better, be more 

' Houses and Palaces of Young Pioneers—extra-mural establishments instilling in 


pupils a love for and interest in creative work and knowledge and promoting the creative 
abilities, vocational orientation, and social activity of the younger generation. 
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honest, and more decent, then we shall create a truly socialist way 
of life. 

It is essential to look ahead. We must have enough political ex- 
perience, theoretical scope and civic courage to achieve success, to 
make sure that perestroika meets the high moral standards of so- 
cialism. 

We need wholesome, full-blooded functioning by all public orga- 
nizations, all production teams and creative unions, new forms of ac- 
tivity by citizens and the revival of those which have been forgotten. 
In short, we need broad democratization of all aspects of society. 
That democratization is also the main guarantee that the current pro- 
cesses are irreversible. 

We know today that we would have been able to avoid many of 
these difficulties if the democratic proces$ had developed normally in 
our country. 

We have leamed this lesson of our history well and will never for- 
get it. We will now firmly stick to the line that only through the con- 
sistent development of the democratic forms inherent in socialism and 
through the expansion of self-government can we make progress in 
production, science and technology, culture and art, and in all social 
spheres. This is the only way we can ensure conscious discipline. 
Perestroika itself can only come through democracy. Since we see 
our task as unfolding and utilizing the potential of socialism through 
the intensification of the human factor, there can be no other way but 
democratization, including reform of the economic mechanism and 
management, a reform whose main element is promotion of the role 
of work collectives. 

It is exactly because we place emphasis on the development of so- 
cialist democracy that we pay so much attention to the intellectual 
sphere, public consciousness and an active social policy. Thereby we 
want to invigorate the human factor. 

In the West, Lenin is often portrayed as an advocate of authori- 
tarian methods of administration. This is a sign of total ignorance of 
Lenin’s ideas and, not infrequently, of their deliberate distortion. In 
effect, according to Lenin, socialism and democracy are indivisible. 
By gaining democratic freedoms the working masses come to power. 
It is also only in conditions of expanding democracy that they can 
consolidate and realize that power. There is another remarkably true 
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idea of Lenin’s: the broader the scope of the work and the deeper 
the reform, the greater the need to increase the interest in it and con- 
vince millions and millions of people of its necessity. This means that 
if we have set out for a radical and all-round restructuring, we must 
also unfold the entire potential of democracy. 

It is essential to learn to adjust policy in keeping with the way it 
is received by the masses, and to ensure feedback, absorbing the 
ideas, opinions and advice coming from the people. The masses sug- 
gest a lot of useful and interesting things which are not always clearly 
perceived ‘‘from the top.”’ That is why we must prevent at all costs 
an arrogant attitude to what people are saying. In the final account 
the most important thing for the success of perestroika is the people’s 
attitude to it. 

Thus, not only theory but the reality of the processes under way 
made us embark on the program for all-round democratic changes in 
public life which we presented at the January 1987 Plenary Meeting 
of the CPSU Central Committee. 

The Plenary Meeting encouraged extensive efforts to strengthen the 
democratic basis of Soviet society, to develop self-government and 
extend glasnost, that is openness, in the entire management network. 
We see now how stimulating that impulse was for the nation. Dem- 
ocratic changes have been taking place at every work collective, at 
every state and public organization, and within the Party. More glas- 
nost, genuine control from ‘‘below,’’ and greater initiative and en- 
terprise at work are now part and parcel of our life. 

The democratic process has promoted the entire perestroika, ele- 
vated its goals and has made our society understand its problems bet- 
ter. This process allowed us to take a wider view of economic issues, 
and put forward a program for radical economic reforms. The eco- 
nomic mechanism now well fits the overall system of social man- 
agement which is based on renewed democratic principles. 

We did this work at the June 1987 Plenary Meeting of the CPSU 
Central Committee, which adopted ‘‘Fundamentals of Radical Re- 
structuring of Economic Management.’’ Perhaps this is the most im- 
portant and most radical program for economic reform our country 
has had since Lenin introduced his New Economic Policy in 1921. 
The present economic reform envisages that the emphasis will be 
shifted from primarily administrative to primarily economic manage- 


20 PERESTROIKA 


ment methods at every level, and calls for extensive democratization 
of management, and the overall activization of the human factor. 

The reform is based on dramatically increased independence of en- 
terprises and associations, their transition to full self-accounting and 
self-financing, and granting all appropriate rights to work collectives. 
They will now be fully responsible for efficient management and end 
results. A collective’s profits will be directly proportionate to its ef- 
ficiency. 

In this connection, a radical reorganization of centralized economic 
management is envisaged in the interests of enterprises. We will free 
the central management of operational functions in the running of en- 
terprises and this will enable it to concentrate on key processes de- 
termining the strategy of economic growth. To make this a reality we 
launched a serious radical reform in planning, price formation, the 
financial and crediting mechanism, the network of material and tech- 
nological production supplies, and management of scientific and tech- 
nological progress, labor and the social sphere. The aim of this re- 
form is to ensure—within the next two or three years—the transition 
from an excessively centralized management system relying on or- 
ders, to a democratic one, based on the combination of democratic 
centralism and self-management. 

The adoption of fundamental principles for a radical change in 
economic management was a big step forward in the program of per- 
estroika. Now perestroika concems virtually every main aspect of 
public life. Of course, our notions about the contents, methods and 
forms of perestroika will be developed, clarified and corrected later 
on. This is inevitable and natural. This is a living process. No doubt, 
changes will pose new major problems which will require unorthodox 
solutions. But the overall concept, and the overall plan of pere- 
stroika, not only from the point of view of substance, but also of its 
component parts, are clear to us. 

Perestroika means overcoming the stagnation process, breaking 
down the braking mechanism, creating a dependable and effective 
mechanism for the acceleration of social and economic progress and 
giving it greater dynamism. 

Perestroika means mass initiative. It is the comprehensive devel- 
opment of democracy, socialist self-government, encouragement of 
initiative and creative endeavor, improved order and discipline, more 


ORIGINS, ESSENCE, REVOLUTIONARY CHARACTER 21 


glasnost, criticism and self-criticism in all spheres of our society. It 
is utmost respect for the individual and consideration for personal 
dignity. 

Perestroika is the all-round intensification of the Soviet economy, 
the revival and development of the principles of democratic central- 
ism in running the national economy, the universal introduction of 
economic methods, the renunciation of management by injunction and 
by administrative methods, and the overall encouragement of inno- 
vation and socialist enterprise. 

Perestroika means a resolute shift to scientific methods, an ability 
to provide a solid scientific basis for every new initiative. It means 
the combination of the achievements of the scientific and technolog- 
ical revolution with a planned economy. 

Perestroika means priority development of the social sphere aimed 
at ever better satisfaction of the Soviet people’s requirements for good 
living and working conditions, for good rest and recreation, educa- 
tion and health care. It means unceasing concern for cultural and 
spiritual wealth, for the culture of every individual and society as a 
whole. 

Perestroika means the elimination from society of the distortions of 
socialist ethics, the consistent implementation of the principles of so- 
cial justice. It means the unity of words and deeds, rights and duties. 
It is the elevation of honest, highly-qualified labor, the overcoming 
of leveling tendencies in pay and consumerism. 

This is how we see perestroika today. This is how we see our 
tasks, and the substance and content of our work for the forthcoming 
period. It is difficult now to say how long that period will take. Of 
course, it will be much more than two or three years. We are ready 
for serious, strenuous and tedious work to ensure that our country 
reaches new heights by the end of the twentieth century. 

We are often asked what we want of perestroika. What are our 
final goals? We can hardly give a detailed, exact answer. It’s not our 
way to engage in prophesying and trying to predestinate all the ar- 
chitectural elements of the public building we will erect in the pro- 
cess of perestroika. 

But in principle I can say that the end result of perestroika is clear 
to us. It is a thorough renewal of every aspect of Soviet life; it is 
giving socialism the most progressive forms of social organization; it 


22 PERESTROIKA 


is the fullest exposure of the humanist nature of our social system in 
its crucial aspects—economic, social, political and moral. 

I stress once again: perestroika is not some kind of illumination or 
revelation. To restructure our life means to understand the objective 
necessity for renovation and acceleration. And that necessity emerged 
in the heart of our society. The essence of perestroika lies in the fact 
that it unites socialism with democracy and revives the Leninist con- 
cept of socialist construction both in theory and in practice. Such is 
the essence of perestroika, which accounts for its genuine revolu- 
tionary spirit and its all-embracing scope. 

The goal is worth the effort. And we are sure that our effort will 
be a worthy contribution to humanity’s social progress. 


More Socialism and More Democracy 


Perestroika is closely connected with socialism as a system. That side 
of the matter is being widely discussed, especially abroad, and our 
talk about perestroika won’t be entirely clear if we don’t touch upon 
that aspect. 

Does perestroika mean that we are giving up socialism or at least 
some of its foundations? Some ask this question with hope, others 
with misgiving. 

There are people in the West who would like to tell us that so- 
cialism is in a deep crisis and has brought our society to a dead end. 
That’s how they interpret our critical analysis of the situation at the 
end of the seventies and beginning of the eighties. We have only one 
way out, they say: to adopt capitalist methods of economic manage- 
ment and social patterns, to drift toward capitalism. 

They tell us that nothing will come of perestroika within the 
framework of our system. They say we should change this system 
and borrow from the experience of another socio-political system. To 
this they add that, if the Soviet Union takes this path and gives up 
its socialist choice, close links with the West will supposedly become 
possible. They go so far as to claim that the October 1917 Revolu- 
tion was a mistake which almost completely cut off our country from 
world social progress. 

To put an end to all the rumors and speculations that abound in 
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the West about this, I would like to point out once again that we are 
conducting all our reforms in accordance with the socialist choice. 
We are looking within socialism, rather than outside it, for the an- 
swers to all the questions that arise. We assess our successes and er- 
rors alike by socialist standards. Those who hope that we shall move 
away from the socialist path will be greatly disappointed. Every part 
of our program of perestroika—and the program as a whole, for that 
matter—is fully based on the principle of more socialism and more 
democracy. 

More socialism means a more dynamic pace and creative en- 
deavor, more organization, law and order, more scientific methods 
and initiative in economic management, efficiency in administration, 
and a better and materially richer life for the people. 

More socialism means more democracy, openness and collectivism 
in everyday life, more culture and humanism in production, social 
and personal relations among people, more dignity and self-respect 
for the individual. 


More socialism means more patriotism and aspiration to noble ideals, 
more active civic concern about the country’s internal affairs and about 


their positive influence on international affairs. 

In other words, more of all those things which are inherent in so- 
cialism and in the theoretical precepts which characterize it as a dis- 
tinct socio-economic formation. 

We will proceed toward better socialism rather than away from it. 
We are saying this honestly, without trying to fool our own people 
or the world. Any hopes that we will begin to build a different, non- 
socialist society and go over to the other camp are unrealistic and 
futile. Those in the West who expect us to give up socialism will be 
disappointed. It is high time they understood this, and, even more 
importantly, proceeded from that understanding in practical relations 
with the Soviet Union. 

Speaking so, I would like to be clearly understood that though we, 
the Soviet people, are for socialism (I have explained above why), 
we are not imposing our views on anyone. Let everyone make his 
own choice; history will put everything in its place. Today, as I told 
a group of American public figures (Cyrus Vance, Henry Kissinger 
and others), we feel clearly as never before that, due to the socialist 
system and the planned economy, changes in our structural policy 
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come much easier for us than they would in conditions of private en- 
terprise, although we do have difficulties of our own, too. 

We want more socialism and, therefore, more democracy. 

As we understand it, the difficulties and problems of the seventies 
and eighties did not signify some kind of crisis for socialism as a 
social and political system, but rather were the result of insufficient 
consistency in applying the principles of socialism, cf departures from 
them and even distortions of them, and of continued adherence to the 
methods and forms of social management that arose under specific 
historical conditions in the early stages of socialist development. 

On the contrary, socialism as a young social system, as a way of 
living, possesses vast possibilities for self-development and self-per- 
fection that have yet to be revealed, and for the solution of the fun- 
damental problems of contemporary society’s scientific, technologi- 
cal, economic, cultural and intellectual progress, and of the 
development of the human individual. This is indicated by the path 
our country has taken since October 1917, a path that has been full 
of innumerable difficulties, drama and strenuous work, and at the 
same time full of great triumphs and accomplishments. 


Lessons of History 


It is true to say that post-revolutionary development underwent dif- 
ficult stages, largely due to the rude meddling of imperialist forces 
in our internal affairs; policy mistakes and miscalculations also oc- 
curred. Nevertheless, the Soviet Union progressed, and a society has 
been created in which people have confidence in their future. And if 
truth is the guide, any objective observer must admit that Soviet his- 
tory is in general a history of indisputable progress, despite all the 
losses, setbacks and failures. We advanced in the absence of roads, 
literally and figuratively: we would sometimes go astray and make 
mistakes, and more than enough blood was shed and sweat lost along 
our path. But we stubbornly marched on and never thought of re- 
treating, of giving up the ground we had gained, or of questioning 
our socialist choice. 

And it’s hard to imagine that, as we marched into an unknown 
future, completing ambitious tasks within a short period of time, we 
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could have avoided setbacks, that we could have had it all as smooth 
as the sidewalk of Nevsky Prospekt.' Take, for example, industrial- 
ization. In what conditions did we accomplish it? The Civil War and 
intervention by fourteen foreign powers” had left the country com- 
pletely devastated. There was an economic blockade and a ‘‘cordon 
sanitaire.’’ No accumulations, no colonies; on the contrary, it was 
essential to use the money available for improving the national hin- 
terlands that had been oppressed under tsarism. In order to save the 
revolutionary gains, we had to build—and quickly—a national indus- 
trial base with our internal resources, holding down consumption and 
reducing it to a minimum. The material burden of that new construc- 
tion fell on the people, of whom the peasants formed the bulk. 

In effect, we had to build up industry, especially heavy industry 
and the power and machine-building industries, from scratch. And 
we set out boldly to accomplish this task. The viability of the Party's 
plans, which the masses understood and accepted, and of the slogans 
and projects permeated with the ideological energy of our revolution 
manifested itself in the enthusiasm with which millions of Soviet 
people joined in the efforts to build up national industry. And that 
enthusiasm astounded the world. Under incredibly trying conditions, 
often far away from their homes, usually without any machinery, and 
half-fed, they worked wonders, so to say, out of nothing, from 
scratch. They drew inspiration from the fact that theirs was a great 
and historic cause. Although not very literate, they realized what a 
grand and unique job they were doing. That was truly a great feat 
in the name of their motherland’s future and a demonstration of the 
people’s loyalty to the free choice which they had made in 1917. 

Our fathers and grandfathers overcame everything that befell them 
and made a crucial contribution to the development and consolidation 
of our society at a time when its entire future had to be decided. 

Industrialization in the twenties and thirties really was a very hard 
trial. But let’s now, with hindsight, try to answer the question: Was 


' Nevsky Prospekt (Avenue) in Leningrad is the city’s main thoroughfare. It follows 
an absolutely straight path and is used in the Russian language as a metaphor to char- 
acterize those who think that social development can follow the same kind of path. 

2 The Civil War and foreign intervention (1918-22)—the Soviet Republic’s struggle 
against the counter-revolution and the invasion of parts of its territory by Bntish, 
French, US, German, Japanese, Polish and other foreign troops (in all, fourteen coun- 
tries participated in the invasion). 
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it necessary? Could such a vast country as ours have lived in the 
twentieth century without being an industrially developed state? There 
was another reason that also very soon made it clear that we had no 
option but to speed up industrialization. As early as 1933 the threat 
of fascism began to grow swiftly. And where would the world now 
be if the Soviet Union had not blocked the road for Hitler’s war ma- 
chine? Our people routed fascism with the might created by them in 
the twenties and thirties. Had there been no industrialization, we 
would have been unarmed before fascism. 

But we did not find ourselves under the caterpillars of fascism. The 
whole of Europe had been unable to stop Hitler, but we smashed him. 
We defeated fascism not only due to the heroism and self-sacrifice 
of our soldiers, but also due to our better steel, better tanks and bet- 
ter planes. And all this was forged during our Soviet period. 

Or take collectivization. I know how much fiction, speculation and 
malicious criticism of us go with this term, let alone the process it- 
self. But even many of the objective students of this period of our 
history do not seem to be able to grasp the importance, need and 
inevitability of collectivization in our country. 

If we are to take a really truthful and scientific look at the circum- 
stances of the time and the special features of the development of our 
society, Soviet society; if we do not close our eyes to the extreme 
backwardness of agricultural production, which had no hope of 
overcoming this backwardness if it remained small scale and frag- 
mented; if, finally, we try to make a correct assessment of the actual 
results of collectivization, one simple conclusion is inescapable: col- 
lectivization was a great historic act, the most important social change 
since 1917. Yes, it proceeded painfully, not without serious excesses 
and blunders in methods and pace. But further progress for our coun- 
try would have been impossible without it. Collectivization provided 
a social basis for updating the agricultural sector of the economy and 
made it possible to introduce modern farming methods. It ensured 
productivity growth and an ultimate increase in output which we 
could not have obtained had the countryside been left untouched in 
its previous, virtually medieval, state. Furthermore, collectivization 
released considerable resources and many workers needed in other 
areas of development in our society, above all in industry. 

Collectivization changed, perhaps not easily and not immediately, 
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the entire way of life of the peasantry, making it possible for them 
to become a modem, civilized class of society. If it had not been for 
collectivization, we could not today even think of producing grain in 
the amount of 200 million tons, not to mention 250 million tons, as 
are our plans for the near future. Yet, we have already surpassed the 
total grain output of the Common Market countries taken together, 
despite the fact that our population is smaller. 

However, it is true that we still face shortages of many foodstuffs, 
especially livestock products. But without collectivization we would 
not now be producing as much per capita as we do, satisfying for 
the most part our vital requirements. And, of particular importance, 
the possibility of hunger and undernourishment has been eliminated 
forever in our country. And this had been the scourge of Russia for 
centuries. In terms of a calorie-rich diet, the Soviet Union definitely 
ranks among the developed nations. And the main point is that thanks 
to collectivization and its over-fifty-year-old history, we have gained 
the potential to raise, in the course of the restructuring, the entire 
farming sector to a qualitatively new level. 

Yes, industrialization and the collectivization of agriculture was in- 
dispensable. Otherwise the country would not have been rehabili- 
tated. But the methods and forms of accomplishing these reforms did 
not always accord with socialist principles, with socialist ideology and 
philosophy. External conditions played a primary role—the country 
felt a continuous military threat against it. But apart from this there 
were excesses, administrative pressure prevailed, and people suf- 
fered. That was how it all was in fact. Such was the fate of the na- 
tion, with all its contradictions, including great achievements, dra- 
matic mistakes and tragic events. 

Yes, we also had a rough time, now and again very rough indeed, 
after victory in the war. I recall my railway trips from southern Rus- 
sia to Moscow to study in the late forties. I saw with my own eyes 
the ruined Stalingrad, Rostov, Kharkov, Orel, Kursk and Voronezh. 
And how many such ruined cities there were: Leningrad, Kiev, 
Minsk, Odessa, Sevastopol, Smolensk, Briansk, Novgorod . . . 
Everything lay in ruins: hundreds and thousands of cities, towns and 
villages, factories and mills. Our most valuable monuments of cul- 
ture were plundered or destroyed—picture galleries and palaces, li- 
braries and cathedrals. 
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In the West they said at that time that Russia would not be able 
to rise even in a hundred years, that it was out of international pol- 
itics for a long time ahead because it would focus on healing its 
wounds somehow. And today they say, some with admiration and 
others with open hostility, that we are a superpower! We revived and 
lifted the country on our own, through our own efforts, putting to use 
the immense potentialities of the socialist system. 

And we cannot but mention one more aspect of the matter which 
is frequently ignored or hushed up in the West, but without which it 
is simply impossible to understand us, Soviet people; along with the 
economic and social achievements, there was also a new life, there 
was the enthusiasm of the builders of a new world, an inspiration 
from things new and unusual, a keen feeling of pride that we alone, 
unassisted and not for the first time, were raising the country on our 
shoulders. People thirsted for knowledge and culture and mastered 
them. They rejoiced at life, reared their children, and did their day- 
to-day chores. All this we did in an entirely new atmosphere which 
differed greatly from what had been before the Revolution, in an 
atmosphere of ease, equality and immense opportunities for the 
working people. We know very well what we received from social- 
ism. In short, people lived and worked creatively at all stages of the 
peaceful development of our country. Letters which I receive from 
my compatriots say proudly: sure, we were poorer than others, but 
our life was more full-blooded and interesting. 

Fourteen out of fifteen citizens living in the USSR today were born 
after the Revolution. And we are still being urged to give up so- 
cialism. Why should the Soviet people, who have grown and gained 
in strength under socialism, abandon that system? We will spare no 
effort to develop and strengthen socialism. I think that a minimum of 
the new system’s potential has been tapped so far. 

This is why we find strange those proposals—some even sincere— 
to alter our social system and tum to methods and forms typical of 
a different social set-up. People who make such suggestions do not 
realize that this is just impossible even if there were someone wish- 
ing to tum the Soviet Union to capitalism. Just think: how can we 
agree that 1917 was a mistake and all the seventy years of our life, 
work, effort and battles were also a complete mistake, that we were 
going in the ‘‘wrong direction’’? No, a strict and impartial view of 
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the facts of history suggests only one conclusion: it is the socialist 
option that has brought formerly backward Russia to the ‘‘right 
place’’—the place the Soviet Union now occupies in human progress. 

We have no reason to speak about the October Revolution and so- 
cialism in a low voice, as though ashamed of them. Our successes 
are immense and indisputable. But we see the past in its entirety and 
complexity. Our most tremendous achievements do not prevent us 
from seeing contradictions in the development of our society, our er- 
rors and omissions. And our ideology itself is critical and revolu- 
tionary by nature. 

And when we seek the roots of today’s difficulties and problems 
we do this in order to comprehend their origin and to draw lessons 
for present-day life from events that go deep into the 1930s. 

The most important thing now for us in the past history is that 
through comprehension of it we come to perceive the origins of per- 
estroika. Our history shaped up under a strong influence of many fac- 
tors. But it is our history, and the sources of perestroika lie in it. 

But why did everything that made perestroika necessary happen? 
Why has it been delayed? Why did the obsolete methods of work 
persist so long? How did the dogmatization of social consciousness 
and theory occur? 

All this needs explanation. And, in analyzing and explaining, we 
find much proof that the Party and society saw the negative processes 
growing. Furthermore, awareness of a need for change acutely man- 
ifested itself more than once. But the changes did not go all the way 
and were inconsistent under the weight of the ‘‘legacy of the past’’ 
with all its dominant attributes. 

A major landmark in our history was the 20th CPSU Congress'. 
It made a great contribution to the theory and practice of socialist 
construction. During and after, a great attempt was made to tum the 
helm in the country’s advance, to impart an impulse to liberation from 
the negative aspects of socio-political life engendered by the Stalin 
personality cult. 


' The 20th Congress of the CPSU was held in Moscow on 14-25 February 1956. 
The Congress approved the Directives for the Sixth Five-Year Plan for the country’s 
economic development for 1956-60, spelled out the principle of peaceful coexistence 
between states with different social systems as it applies to the current epoch, and con- 
demned the personality cult of Stalin and its consequences. 


30 PERESTROIKA 


The decisions taken by the Congress helped through major politi- 
cal, economic, social and ideological measures. But the possibilities 
that emerged were not used to the full. The explanation is the sub- 
jectivist methods adopted by the leadership under Khrushchev. Eco- 
nomic management was dominated by improvisation. That leader- 
ship’s wilful and changing ideas and actions kept society and the 
Party in a fever. Ambitious and unfounded promises and predictions 
again produced a gap between words and deeds. 

That was why at the next stage, whose hallmark was the October 
1964 Plenary Meeting of the CPSU Central Committee’, the first step 
was to overcome these extremes and to combat these extremes. A 
line towards stabilization was taken. And it was a well-justified line. 
It received the support of the Party and the people. Some positive 
results appeared. The decisions that were formulated and adopted 
were more considered and better substantiated. The start of the eco- 
nomic reform of 1965? and the March 1965 Plenary Meeting of the 
Central Committee devoted to agriculture were major initiatives aimed 
at positive changes in the economy. But, having produced a substan- 
tial though temporary effect, they petered out. 

The atmosphere of complacency and the interrupted natural process 
of leadership change gave rise to stagnation and retardation in the 
country. These I have described above. The situation, meanwhile, 
demanded more and more insistently important decisions to refine the 
mechanism of economic and social management. 

What conclusions have we drawn from the lessons of history? 

First, socialism as a social system has proved that it has immense 
potentialities for resolving the most complex problems of social prog- 
ress. We are convinced of its capacity for self-perfection, for still 
greater revelation of its possibilities, and for dealing with the present 
major problems of social progress which arise as we approach the 
twenty-first century. 

At the same time, we realize that improving socialism is not a 
spontaneous process, but a job requiring tremendous attention, a 


' This Plenary Meeting, held on 14 October 1964, relieved Nikita Khrushchev of his 
duties as First Secretary of the CPSU Central Committee. Leonid Brezhnev was elected 
to this post. 

2 The economic reform of 1965 was aimed at improving the mechanism of economic 
activity in industry and construction with the emphasis on profit. 
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truthful and unbiased analysis of problems, and a resolute rejection 
of anything outdated. We have come to see that half-hearted mea- 
sures will not work here. We must act on a wide front, consistently 
and energetically, without failing to take the boldest steps. 

One more conclusion—the most important one I would say—is that 
we should rely on the initiative and creativity of the masses; on the 
active participation of the widest sections of the population in the im- 
plementation of the reforms planned; that is, on democratization and 
again democratization. 
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What Inspired Us to Launch Perestroika 


It is wrong, and even harmful, to see socialist society as something 
rigid and unchangeable, to perceive its improvement as an effort to 
adapt complicated reality to concepts and formulas that have been es- 
tablished once and for all. The concepts of socialism keep on de- 
veloping; they are being constantly enriched as historical experience 
and objective conditions are taken into consideration. 

We have always learned, and continue to learn, from Lenin’s cre- 
ative approach to the theory and practice of socialist construction. We 
are using his scientific methods and mastering his art of analyzing 
concrete situations. 

As perestroika continues, we again and again study Lenin’s works, 
especially his last. 

The classics of Marxism-Leninism left us with a definition of the 
essential characteristics of socialism. They did not give us a detailed 
picture of socialism. They spoke of its theoretically predictable stages. 
It is our job to show what the present stage should be like. We’ll 
have to actually go through this stage, for the classics teach us the 
approach, not the techniques. 

This new stage confronts us with a need to sort out many theo- 
retical issues and established ideas of socialism, relying on Lenin’s 
heritage and methods. Such a review is all the more important since 
Lenin’s ideas were not always adhered to in the years after his death. 
The specific situation in the country made us accept forms and meth- 
ods of socialist construction corresponding to the historical condi- 
tions. But those forms were canonized, idealized and tumed into 
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dogma. Hence the emasculated image of socialism, the exaggerated 
centralism in management, the neglect for the rich variety of human 
interests, the underestimation of the active part people play in public 
life, and the pronounced egalitarian tendencies. 

Take the pattern of economic management. The specific historical 
situation in which the Soviet Union developed, and our extreme con- 
ditions, could not but influence that pattern. The threat of war, the 
bloodiest and the most devastating wars in a history which would 
have been difficult even without them, and the two postwar rehabil- 
itation efforts all naturally gave rise to strict centralism in manage- 
ment. As a result, the democratic basis of our management system 
shrank. 

Now, back to how this paradox developed. Let us now see why it 
emerged. As young Soviet Russia started building a new society, it 
was all alone against the capitalist world, facing a need to quickly 
overcome economic and technological backwardness, and create an 
up-to-date industry practically from scratch. That was done with un- 
precedented alacrity. 

To do that, we had to drastically increase the proportion of savings 
in our national income. The bulk of the money was allocated to the 
development of heavy industry, the defense industry included. The 
question of what that priority cost us was never asked, or at best re- 
mained in the background. The state spared no expense, and the peo- 
ple were willing to make sacrifices for the sake of their country’s 
rapid progress, for the sake of its defense capabilities, its indepen- 
dence and its socialist choice. 

The management system that developed was meant to meet those 
objectives. It was severely centralized, every assignment regulated 
down to the last detail. It strictly posed tasks and allotted budget 
sums. And it fulfilled its mission. 

We can’t wholly ascribe such management to objective conditions, 
however. There were mistaken premises and subjective decisions. We 
have to bear them in mind, too, as we evaluate today’s problems. Be 
that as it may, the management system which took shape in the thir- 
ties and forties began gradually to contradict the demands and con- 
ditions of economic progress. Its positive potential was exhausted. It 
became more and more of a hindrance, and gave rise to the braking 
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mechanism which did us so much harm later. Methods for extreme 
Situations were still being used. 

The dogmatism here stimulated the development of a ‘‘spend- 
away” economy,’ which gained great momentum and continued to 
exist until the middle eighties. Herein lie the roots of the notorious 
‘‘sross-output approach,’’? which has until recently dominated our 
economy. 

It was in these conditions that a prejudiced attitude to the role of 
commodity—monetary relations and the law of value under socialism 
developed, and the claim was often made that they were opposite and 
alien to socialism. All this was combined with an underestimation of 
profit-and-loss accounting, and produced disarray in pricing, and a 
disregard for the circulation of money. 

In the new conditions the narrow democratic basis of the estab- 
lished system of management began to have a highly negative effect. 
Little room was left for Lenin’s idea of the working people’s self- 
management. Public property was gradually fenced off from its true 
owner—the working man. This property frequently suffered from de- 
partmentalism and localism, becoming a no man’s land and free, de- 
prived of a real owner. Ever increasing signs appeared of man’s 
alienation from the property of the whole people, of lack of coor- 
dination between public interest and the personal interests of the 
working person. This was the major cause of what happened: at the 
new stage the old system of economic management began to tum 
from a factor of development into a brake that retarded socialism’s 
advance. 

Speaking of the political aspect of the braking mechanism, one 
cannot fail to see that a paradoxical situation developed: an educated 
and talented people committed to socialism could not make full use 
of the potentialities inherent in socialism, of their right to take a real 
part in the administration of state affairs. Of course, workers, farmers 
and intellectuals have always been represented in all bodies of au- 


' ““Spend-away"’ economy—one of the manifestations of extensive management of 
the economy when growth is achieved mostly through the construction of new plants 
and factories and the employment of more workers, which leads to increased production 
costs without any rise in product quality. 

2 “<Gross-output approach’’—unbalanced planning and production which emphasizes 
the ‘‘weight’’ and ‘‘quantity’’ of products instead of improvement of their quality and 
adjustment of supply to real demand. 
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thority and management, but they were not always drawn into the 
making and adoption of decisions to the extent required for the 
healthy development of socialist society. The masses had been pre- 
pared for more active political effort, but there was no room for this, 
although socialism grows stronger precisely because it involves ever 
greater numbers of people in political activity. 

The braking mechanism in the economy, with all its social and 
ideological consequences, led to bureaucracy-ridden public structures 
and to expansion at every level of bureaucracy. And this bureaucracy 
acquired too great an influence in all state, administrative and even 
public affairs. 

It goes without saying that in these conditions Lenin’s valuable 
ideas on management and self-management, profit-and-loss account- 
ing, and the linking of public and personal interests, failed to be ap- 
plied and develop properly. This is only one example of ossified so- 
cial thought that is divorced from reality. 

Perestroika set new tasks for our policies and our social thought. 
They included putting an end to the ossification of social thought, in 
order to give it wider scope and to overcome completely the conse- 
quences of that monopoly on theory typical of the period of the per- 
sonality cult. At that time the forms of the development of socialist 
society that had come into being under extreme conditions were made 
by Stalin’s authority into something absolute, and were regarded as 
the only possible forms for socialism. 

A drastic change must be made in social and political thought. And 
here we must learn from Lenin. He had the rare ability to sense at 
the right time the need for radical changes, for a reassessment of val- 
ues, for a revision of theoretical directives and political slogans. 

Here is a most striking example. In April 1917, when Lenin came 
back to Russia, he wasted little time in assessing accurately the sit- 
uation, tendencies and possibilities of development in the country 
after the February revolution.’ He not only correctly determined the 
only possible tactics of the Party and the Soviets, but also set forth 
a new Strategic task, that of preparing the Party and the masses for 
a socialist revolution. Otherwise the gains achieved in overthrowing 


' The February bourgeois-democratic revolution of 1917 overthrew tsarism. A pro- 
visional government was set up, which had to share power with the Soviets of Workers’, 
Peasants’ and Soldiers’ Deputies. 
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the autocracy could well have been lost. Such a change in tactics was 
unexpected even for many seasoned Bolsheviks. This is the kind of 
dialectics in political thinking that we are learning about as we carry 
out our perestroika. 

Both then and afterwards, it often happened that the Party was too 
slow in understanding new ideas. It was difficult at times, with even 
persons most committed to the cause of the revolution revealing mis- 
understanding. But Lenin and his associates had the ability to con- 
vince people, to explain things, and return again and again to the 
same issue, to fire others with energy and to win over those who hes- 
itated and doubted. Lenin himself found it hard sometimes. He once 
bitterly wrote in a letter, referring to those who were unable to stand 
the tension and were seeking an easy life in the revolution: ‘‘there 
were trying times, sometimes very trying, but I would not for a world 
exchange the smallest bit of that period for a whole life in company 
with shallow persons and philistines.’’ 

I have mentioned several times, referring to Lenin, that if you take 
up particular issues without seeing the general perspective, you will 
keep bumping into this general perspective all the time. Taking this 
as our guideline, from the very start of perestroika, especially at the 
June 1987 Plenary Meeting of the CPSU Central Committee, we at- 
tached prime importance to a conceptual approach. Of course, we 
sought to make methods less chaotic. In order to make a substantial 
gain, it is not at all necessary to begin by tuming everything upside 
down and then to start correcting all the mistakes. 

New tasks have to be tackled, with no ready-made answers. Nor 
are there such answers today. Social scientists have not yet offered 
us anything cohesive. The political economy of socialism is stuck 
with outdated concepts and is no longer in tune with the dialectics 
of life. Philosophy and sociology, too, are lagging behind the re- 
quirements of practice. Historical science must undergo a major re- 
vision. 

The 27th CPSU Congress and Plenary Meetings of the Central 
Committee have opened up new opportunities for creative thought and 
have given a powerful impulse to its development. No revolutionary 
movement is possible without a revolutionary theory—this Marxist 
precept is today more relevant than ever. 
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Perestroika Is a Revolution 


Perestroika is a word with many meanings. But if we are to choose 
from its many possible synonyms the key one which expresses its es- 
sence most accurately, then we can say thus: perestroika is a revo- 
lution. A decisive acceleration of the socioeconomic and cultural de- 
velopment of Soviet society which involves radical changes on the 
way to a qualitatively new state is undoubtedly a revolutionary task. 

I think we had every reason to declare at the January 1987 Plenary 
Meeting: in its essence, in its Bolshevik daring and in its humane 
social thrust the present course is a direct sequel to the great accom- 
plishments started by the Leninist Party in the October days of 1917. 
And not merely a sequel, but an extension and a development of the 
main ideas of the Revolution. We must impart new dynamism to the 
October Revolution’s historical impulse and further advance all that 
was commenced by it in our society. 

Of course, we don’t equate perestroika with the October Revolu- 
tion, an event that was a tuming point in the thousand-year history 
of our state and is unparalleled in force of impact on mankind’s de- 
velopment. And yet, why in the seventieth year of the October Rev- 
olution do we speak of a new revolution? 

Historical analogy may be helpful in answering this question. Lenin 
once noted that in the country of the classical bourgeois revolution, 
France, after its Great Revolution of 1789-93, it took another three 
revolutions (1830, 1848 and 1871) to carry through its aims. The 
same applies to Britain where, after the Cromwellian Revolution of 
1649, came the ‘‘glorious’’ Revolution of 1688-9, and then the 1832 
reform was necessary to finally establish the new class in power—the 
bourgeoisie. In Germany there were two bourgeois-democratic revo- 
lutions (1848 and 1918), and in between them the drastic reforms of 
the 1860s, which Bismarck carried out by ‘‘iron and blood.’’ 

““Never in history,’’ wrote Lenin, ‘‘has there been a revolution in 
which it was possible to lay down one’s arms and rest on one’s lau- 
rels after the victory.’” Why then should not socialism, called upon 
to carry out even more profound socio-political and cultural changes 
in society’s development than capitalism, go through several revo- 
lutionary stages in order to reveal its full potential and finally crys- 
talize as a radically new formation? Lenin repeated the following 
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thought more than once: socialism would consist of many attempts. 
Each attempt would in a certain sense be one-sided, each would have 
its own specifics. And this applies to all countries. 

Historical experience has shown that socialist society is not insured 
against the emergence and accumulation of stagnant tendencies and 
even against major socio-political crises. And it is precisely measures 
of a revolutionary character that are necessary for overcoming a crisis 
or pre-crisis situation. The most important thing here is that socialism 
is capable of revolutionary changes, because it is, by its very nature, 
dynamic. 

In the spring of 1985, the Party put this task on the agenda. The 
gravity of accumulated and emerging problems, and the delay in their 
understanding and solution necessitated acting in a revolutionary way 
and proclaiming a revolutionary overhaul of society. 

Perestroika is a revolutionary process for it is a jump forward in 
the development of socialism, in the realization of its essential char- 
acteristics. From the outset we realized that we had no time to lose. 
It is very important not to stay too long on the starting line, to over- 
come the lag, to get out of the quagmire of conservatism, and to 
break the inertia of stagnation. This cannot be done in an evolution- 
ary way, by timid, creeping reforms. We simply have no right to re- 
lax, even for a day. On the contrary, day after day we must add to 
our effort, build up its pace and its intensity. We must withstand the 
stresses, what cosmonauts call big overloads, at the initial phase of 
restructuring. 

A revolution should be constantly developed. There must be no 
marking time. Our own past illustrates this. We still feel the after- 
math of slowing down. Therefore we now need redoubled courage 
and boldness. Should we again get stuck, we are in for trouble. 
Therefore—only forward! 

Of course, acting in a revolutionary way does not imply a head- 
long dash. Cavalry attacks are far from being always appropriate. A 
revolution is governed by the laws of politics, by the art of the pos- 
sible. Bypassing its stages and getting ahead of ourselves must be 
avoided. Now the main task is to create a basis for advance to qual- 
itatively new frontiers. Otherwise you may make a mess of the whole 
thing and discredit the great cause. 

In accordance with our theory, revolution means construction, but 
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it also always implies demolition. Revolution requires the demolition 
of all that is obsolete, stagnant and hinders fast progress. Without 
demolition, you cannot clear the site for new construction. Pere- 
stroika also means a resolute and radical elimination of obstacles 
hindering social and economic development, of outdated methods of 
managing the economy and of dogmatic stereotype mentality. Per- 
estroika affects the interests of many people, the whole of society. 
And, of course, demolition provokes conflicts and sometimes fierce 
clashes between the old and the new. There are no bombs exploding 
or bullets flying, of course, but those who are in the way resist. And 
inaction, indifference, laziness, irresponsibility and mismanagement 
are also resistance. 

That’s understandable. The atmosphere in our society has grown 
tense as the perestroika effort has gone deeper. We have heard some 
people say: was there any point in starting all this at all? 

Some people do not even accept the word ‘‘revolution’’ as applied 
to this effort. Some are scared even by the term ‘‘reform.’’ But Lenin 
was not afraid to use this word and even taught the Bolsheviks them- 
selves to go in for ‘‘reformism’’ whenever that was required to carry 
forward the cause of the Revolution in the new conditions. Today we 
need radical reforms for revolutionary change. 

One of the signs of a revolutionary period is a more or less pro- 
nounced discrepancy between vital interests of society whose front 
ranks are ready for major changes, and the immediate, day-to-day in- 
terests of people. Perestroika hits hardest those who are used to 
working in the old way. We have no political opposition, but this 
does not mean there is no confrontation with those who, for various 
reasons, do not accept perestroika. Everyone will probably have to 
make sacrifices at the first stage of perestroika, but some will have 
to give up for good the privileges and prerogatives which they do not 
deserve and which they have acquired illegitimately, and the rights 
which have impeded our progress. 

The question of interests has always been a key issue for the Party 
at crucial moments. It would be appropriate to recall how Lenin 
fought for the Brest Peace Treaty’ in the troubled year of 1918. The 


' The Brest Peace Treaty—a peace treaty between Soviet Russia and the countries of 
the Quadripartite Alliance (Germany, Austria~Hungary, Turkey and Bulgaria), signed 
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Civil War was raging, and at that moment came a most serious threat 
from Germany. So Lenin suggested signing a peace treaty with it. 

The terms of peace that Germany peremptorily laid down for us 
were, as Lenin put it, ‘‘disgraceful, dirty.” They meant annexing a 
vast tract of territory with a population of fifty-six million. It seemed 
impossible to accept them. Yet Lenin insisted on a peace treaty. Even 
some members of the Central Committee objected, saying that the 
workers, too, were demanding that the German invaders be rebuffed. 
Lenin, however, kept calling for peace because he was guided by vi- 
tal, not immediate, interests, the interests of the working class as a 
whole, of the Revolution and the future of socialism. To safeguard 
them, the country needed respite before going ahead. Few realized 
that at the time. Only later was it easy to say confidently and un- 
ambiguously that Lenin was right. And right he was, because he was 
looking far ahead; he did not put what was transitory above what was 
essential. The Revolution was saved. 

It is the same with perestroika. It meets the vital interests of Soviet 
people. It is designed to bring society to new frontiers and raise it 
to a qualitatively new level. We shall have to make sacrifices, which 
will not be easy. The established habits and ideas are disintegrating 
before our eyes. The disappearance of something customary provokes 
protest. Conservatism does not want to give way, but all this can and 
must be overcome if we want to meet the long-term interests of so- 
ciety and every individual. 

We actually faced the issue of the relationship between immediate 
and long-term interests when we began introducing state quality in- 
spection.’ To improve the quality of products we instituted an in- 
dependent body for ensuring that products met existing standards. At 
first many workers’ earnings dropped, but the improved quality was 
needed by society and workers regarded the new measure with un- 
derstanding. There were no protests from them. On the contrary, 
workers now say: ‘‘It is shameful to get what you have not earned.”’ 


on 3 March 1918, in Brest-Litovsk. It was annulled by the Soviet government on 13 
November 1918. 

' State quality inspection—a system for controlling the quality of products. It is in- 
dependent of the management of an enterprise, and subordinate to the USSR State Com- 
mittee for Standards. It was introduced on 1 January 1987, at 1,500 industrial enterprises. 
Its further extension has been planned. 
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At the same time, they want managers, engineers and technical per- 
sonnel to assume the same attitude. So state quality inspection has 
become a good testing ground for perestroika. It revealed people’s 
attitudes to work and human reserves which could be utilized for per- 
estroika. State quality inspection has become a litmus test confirming 
once again that the Soviet working class as a whole totally supports 
the restructuring, and is ready to promote it, fulfilling in practice its 
role as the vanguard class of the socialist society. 

Like revolution, perestroika is not something you can toy with. 
You must carry things through to the end and make progress every 
day so that the masses can feel its results and the process can con- 
tinue gathering momentum both materially and spiritually. 

When we call our measures revolutionary, we mean that they are 
far-reaching, radical and uncompromising, and affect the whole of 
society from top to bottom. They affect all spheres of life and do so 
in a comprehensive way. This is not putting new paint on our society 
or dressing up its sores, but involves its complete recovery and re- 
newal. 

Politics is undoubtedly the most important thing in any revolution- 
ary process. This is equally true of perestroika. Therefore we attach 
priority to political measures, broad and genuine democratization, the 
resolute struggle against red tape and violations of law, and the ac- 
tive involvement of the masses in managing the country’s affairs. All 
this is directly linked with the main question of any revolution, the 
question of power. 

We are not going to change Soviet power, of course, or abandon 
its fundamental principles, but we acknowledge the need for changes 
that will strengthen socialism and make it more dynamic and politi- 
cally meaningful. That is why we have every reason to characterize 
our plans for the full-scale democratization of Soviet society as a 
program for changes in our political system. 

Hence we must—if we want perestroika to succeed—gear all our 
work to the political tasks and methods of leadership. The most im- 
portant element in the activities of Party organizations and Party per- 
sonnel is political work among the masses, political education of the 
working people and the raising of the level of people’s political ac- 
tivity. The original meaning of the concept of ‘‘socialism,’’ above 
all, as an ideological and political movement of the masses, a grass- 
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roots movement whose strength lies primarily in man’s consciousness 
and activity, has again come to the fore. 

Revolution is an unparalleled phenomenon. And like a revolution, 
our day-to-day activities must be unparalleled, revolutionary. Pere- 
stroika requires Party leaders who are very close to Lenin’s ideal of 
a revolutionary Bolshevik. Officialdom, red tape, patronizing atti- 
tudes and careerism are incompatible with this ideal. On the other 
hand, courage, initiative, high ideological standards and moral pu- 
rity, a constant urge to discuss things with people and an ability to 
firmly uphold the humane values of socialism are greatly honored. 
The revolutionary situation requires enthusiasm, dedication and self- 
sacrifice. This particularly applies to the leaders. We still have a long 
way to go to achieve this ideal. Too many people are still ‘‘in the 
state of evolution,’’ or, to put it plainly, have adopted a wait-and- 
see attitude. 


A ‘‘Revolution from Above’’? The Party and Perestroika 


There is a term in historical science and also in political vocabulary: 
“‘revolution from above.’’ There have been quite a few such revo- 
lutions in history. But they should not be confused with coups d’état 
and palace revolutions. What is meant is profound and essentially 
revolutionary changes implemented on the initiative of the authorities 
themselves but necessitated by objective changes in the situation and 
in social moods. 

It may seem that our current perestroika could be called a ‘‘rev- 
olution from above.’’ True, the perestroika drive started on the Com- 
munist Party’s initiative, and the Party leads it. The Party is strong 
and bold enough to work out a new policy. It has proved capable of 
heading and launching the process of renewal of society. The Party 
started the effort with self-improvement. I spoke frankly about it at 
the meeting with Party activists in Khabarovsk, in the summer of 
1986. We must begin with ourselves, I said. Everyone must assume 
the responsibility: in the Politburo, in local bodies, and in grass-roots 
Party organizations. We must be better than we are. We shall help 
those who can’t improve themselves. The main thing is to be con- 
scientious. We have grown accustomed to many practices when there 
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was no openness. This applies to both the rank and file and high of- 
ficials. 

I don’t mean to say people should be coaxed, like candidates do 
in some countries during election campaigns. Our people don’t like 
it. They must know the truth. One mustn’t be afraid of one’s own 
people. Openness is an attribute of socialism. But there are still some 
people, in the higher echelons too, who speak about socialist ethics 
for all and of a surrogate kind for themselves: that is, something that 
suits their selfish ends. That won’t do. 

In short, the restructuring effort started with the Party and its lead- 
ership. We began from the top of the pyramid and went down to its 
base, as it were. Still, the concept of ‘‘revolution from above’’ 
doesn’t quite apply to our perestroika, at least it requires some qual- 
ifications. Yes, the Party leadership started it. The highest Party and 
state bodies elaborated and adopted the program. True, perestroika is 
not a spontaneous, but a governed process. But that’s only one side 
of the matter. 

Perestroika would not have been a truly revolutionary undertaking, 
it would not have acquired its present scope, nor would it have had 
any firm chance of success if it had not merged the initiative from 
‘‘above’’ with the grass-roots movement; if it had not expressed the 
fundamental, long-term interests of all the working people; if the 
masses had not regarded it as their program, a response to their own 
thoughts and a recognition of their own demands; and if the people 
had not supported it so vehemently and effectively. 

The very nature of restructuring implies that it must go on at every 
work place, in every work collective, in the entire management sys- 
tem and in Party and state bodies, including the Politburo and the 
government. The restructuring concerns all, from rank-and-file com- 
munist to Central Committee Secretary, from shopfloor worker to 
minister, from engineer to academician. It can be brought to a suc- 
cessful end only if it is truly a nationwide effort. But in any case, 
everyone must work honestly and conscientiously, sparing no efforts 
and abilities. Such a movement will gradually involve more and more 
people. 

When a serious and thought-out approach is suggested, it will al- 
ways meet with support and understanding among the working peo- 
ple. This is exactly how we’ve been trying to act over the past two 
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and a half years. Maybe we have not yet fully realized ourselves or 
shown the people the full complexity of the situation in which the 
country has found itself and what is to be done. But we have said 
the most essential thing and received support and approval in re- 
sponse. 

The weaknesses and inconsistencies of all the known ‘‘revolutions 
from above’’ are explained precisely by the lack of such support from 
below, the absence of concord and concerted action with the masses. 
And, since all these things were lacking, a greater or lesser degree 
of coercive pressure from above was needed. This led to deformities 
in the course of changes, and hence their high socio-political and 
moral ‘‘cost.’’ 

It is a distinctive feature and strength of perestroika that it is 
simultaneously a revolution ‘‘from above’’ and ‘‘from below.’’ This 
is one of the most reliable guarantees of its success and irreversibil- 
ity. We will persistently seek to ensure that the masses, the “‘people 
below,’’ attain all their democratic rights and learn to use them in a 
habitual, competent and responsible manner. Life convincingly con- 
firms that at sharp tums of history, in revolutionary situations, the 
people demonstrate a remarkable ability to listen, understand and re- 
spond if they are told the truth. This is exactly how Lenin acted at 
even the most trying moments after the October Revolution and dur- 
ing the Civil War, when he went to the people and talked to them 
frankly. This is why it is so important that perestroika maintains a 
high level of political and labor energy amongst the masses. 

It is often said in the West that perestroika will run into difficul- 
ties, and that that will displease our working people. What should I 
say to that? Of course there will be difficulties in such a great un- 
dertaking. And if we come across legitimate discontent or protest, we 
will make a serious effort, above all, to ascertain the reasons behind 
such things. Administrative zeal cannot help in such cases. The bod- 
ies of authority, and public and economic organizations must learn to 
work so as not to give any pretexts for such manifestations and so 
as to resolve in good time the questions that may arouse such reac- 
tions as they occur. If the authorities do not tackle specific problems 
of common concern, the people will try to do it themselves. It is 
when the people keep speaking at meetings and appealing to the 
higher authorities, but the latter let it all pass, that unusual actions 
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begin to take place at grass-roots. They are a direct result of short- 
comings in our work. 

There is only one criterion here: we will listen to and take into 
consideration everything that strengthens socialism, whereas the trends 
alien to socialism we will combat, but, I repeat, within the frame- 
work of the democratic process. Not to play at revolutionism, not to 
be carried away, not to fuss or overindulge in administrative methods 
is one of the principles of the true Leninist revolutionary spirit. 

When asked if we are not pushing it too hard, we reply: no, we 
are not. There is no reasonable alternative to a dynamic, revolution- 
ary perestroika. Its alternative is continued stagnation. Upon the suc- 
cess of perestroika depends the future of socialism and the future of 
peace. The stakes are too high. Time dictates to us a revolutionary 
choice and we have made it. We will not retreat from perestroika but 
will carry it through. 

When Jimmy Carter, whom I met this summer, asked me, ‘‘Are 
you confident in the success of your efforts at economic and political 
reforms in the Soviet Union?’’ I replied: 

‘We have started a major and difficult undertaking in the political, 
economic, social and spiritual spheres. Restructuring concems all 
groups of society. This is not an easy task. We have gone through 
certain and, possibly, the most important phases of restructuring. We 
have proposed the policy of change and we see that it is approved 
by society. And it is being implemented. Many problems are crop- 
ping up, of course. 

‘‘The West has at once begun speaking of some kind of opposi- 
tion, but that is not serious. We have started a major restructuring. 
We are recasting our attitudes and thinking and our whole way of 
life, and are dispelling stereotypes. The atmosphere in society has 
changed a great deal. Society has been put into motion. We are get- 
ting great support and pushing things on, relying on that support. If 
we had not been confident of the correctness of this policy, my col- 
leagues and I would not have proposed it. 

“‘Now we have the experience of the first two years, the experi- 
ence of practical implementation of this policy, our confidence in the 
correctness of what we are doing has increased considerably. We will 
proceed along this road no matter how hard it may be. Of course, 
there will be different stages along that road. We will reach some 
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goals within a short time. Other tasks will take several years to ac- 
complish. There are remote goals, too. We will press ahead.’’ 

The Soviet people are convinced that as a result of perestroika and 
democratization the country will become richer and stronger. Life will 
get better. There are, and will be, difficulties, sometimes consider- 
able, on the road of perestroika, and we are not concealing that. But 
we will cope with them. Of that we are sure. 


Perestroika Gets Under Way: 
The First Conclusions 


Two and a half years have passed since the policy of perestroika be- 
gan. We have a theoretical conception of it and a specific program, 
both of which are being continuously developed, clarified, and en- 
riched with new approaches and ideas. This demands great creative 
efforts from the leaders of the Party and the state, and involves dis- 
cussions. After the 27th CPSU Congress! and several Plenary Meet- 
ings of the Central Committee, the problems and the course of per- 
estroika are being enthusiastically discussed by all sectors of Soviet 
society. The program of perestroika has already found expression in 
a series of state legislative acts approved by parliament—the Supreme 
Soviet of the USSR. 

Parallel with this, day-to-day practical work to implement the strat- 
egy of perestroika has been going on. We have amassed certain, if 
limited, experience. There are initial encouraging results but there have 
also been errors and miscalculations. Today we see more clearly our 
possibilities and weak points. We still believe that we are at the initial 
stage. Nevertheless, perestroika has already become part of our life, 
involving the masses. In this sense it is already a reality. 


I SOCIETY IS PUT IN MOTION 


How It All Began 


When we speak about what has been done over the two and a half 
years, we usually mean the time both before the Congress and after it. 
The CPSU congresses hold a special place in our history, marking 


' The 27th CPSU Congress was held in Moscow 25 February-6 March 1986. 
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as it were, milestones on our way. For many reasons the 27th Congress 
had to give answers to the most urgent issues of the life of Soviet 
society. The time for holding it was determined by the Party Rules.! 
The preparation of a new edition of the Party Program? was under way, 
and the plans for the Twelfth Five-Year-Plan period and for the period 
ending in the year 2000 were being drawn up. The difficulty was that 
the political directives for the Congress began to be shaped in conditions 
which changed dramatically after the 1985 March? and April Plenary 
Meetings of the CPSU Central Committee. New processes had begun 
both within the Party itself and in society as a whole. 

The process of grasping, of comprehending the ideas of the Plen- 
ary Meeting was not easy. New ideas were born in discussions that 
were held at all levels—in the Politburo, the Central Committee, lo- 
cal Party organizations, the scientific community, and work collec- 
tives. Lively debates, and sometimes polemics started in the media. 
The country’s past also began to be assessed critically. Thousands of 
people—workers, farmers, and intellectuals—eagerly took part in these 
debates—at meetings of their work collectives, in the press and in 
letters to the highest Party and government bodies which contained 
both criticism and suggestions. Different, and sometimes directly op- 
posite points of view were expressed on many specific problems, and 
an eager search for a way out of the existing situation was openly 
launched. We consider such plurality of opinion both natural and 
useful. It became clear that preparation for the 27th Congress should 
be based on new approaches, though less than a year was left before 
the time for which it was scheduled. 

Of course, the Congress could have been postponed. This opinion 
was persistently expressed, and convincing arguments were voiced. 
But the approaches of the stagnation period that had affected all of 
us were felt to be behind that. A point of view which, in my opin- 
ion, most accorded with the situation—that we should hold the Con- 


' The Rules of the CPSU—the Party’s main law which determines the rights and duties 
of its members, the Party’s organizational structure and the principles of inner-Party 
democracy. 

2 The Program of the CPSU—the Party’s main document, which sets forth its theo- 
retical and ideological foundations, the principles of its activities, and the goals which 
it strives to achieve. 

3 Special Plenary Meeting of the CPSU Central Committee held 11 March 1985 which 
elected Mikhail Gorbachev General Secretary of the CPSU Central Committee. 
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gress on schedule and draw all healthy forces of society into the 
preparation for it—ultimately prevailed. 

The 27th Congress adopted major resolutions which are of tre- 
mendous importance for the future of the USSR. It formulated the 
guidelines for the Party’s work to implement the concept of accel- 
eration of social and economic development advanced by the April 
Plenary Meeting of the Central Committee. Yes, it was a congress 
to which its delegates brought not only their concerns and truth but 
also their thoughts, plans and determination to give a fresh and pow- 
erful impetus to the development of socialism. 

It was a courageous congress. We spoke openly about the short- 
comings, errors and difficulties. We emphasized the untapped poten- 
tial of socialism, and the Congress adopted a detailed long-term plan 
of action. It became a congress of strategic decisions. 

But at the time we failed or were just unable to fully realize the 
dramatic character and scope of the processes under way. Now we 
can see better, and it is clear that we have to resolutely continue the 
work started in the pre-Congress period and at the Congress itself, 
and simultaneously to study more deeply the society we live in. To 
do this, we had to return to the sources, to the roots, to better assess 
the past, and to decide on our priorities and on ways to accomplish 
them. Without understanding this we could lose our way. 

Even nearly a year after the 27th Congress some people in various 
strata of society and in the Party itself continued to think that per- 
estroika was not a long-term policy but just another campaign. Many 
local officials kept the active supporters of perestroika in check, 
warming those of them who were too demanding: wait, comrades, 
don’t make a fuss, and everything will blow over in a year or two. 
They sincerely believed that everything would go full circle, as had 
been the case more than once before. There were also self-styled 
skeptics who would chuckle in the office corridors: we’ve been 
through different periods, and we’ll live through this one as well. 
Concer over the fate of perestroika was growing in society: won't 
things slip back into the same old rat? 

At the January Plenary Meeting we self-critically analyzed the 
causes of the complex and contradictory situation. We did not strive 
to only criticize the past and name an official or two. Does the es- 
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sence of the matter lie only in naming someone? What was needed 
were assessments of phenomena and an analysis of processes and 
tendencies. And we sought to do this. I am sure that if the January 
Plenary Meeting had confined itself to criticizing the past it would 
not have fulfilled its mission. We need lessons and criticism not for 
squaring accounts but for our present and our future. 

If at the January Plenary Meeting we had not proposed a construc- 
tive program of action, if we had not said the main thing—what was 
to be done, what additional forces should be activated to eliminate 
the braking mechanism, and how an effective mechanism of accel- 
eration could be created—this would have meant marking time. If the 
Plenary Meeting had not indicated the direction for us to follow, if 
it had not proposed democratization as the main motive power of 
perestroika, it would have been completely pointless. 

The main idea of the January Plenary Meeting—as regards ways 
of accomplishing the tasks of perestroika and protecting society from 
a repetition of the errors of the past—was the development of de- 
mocracy. It is the principal guarantee of the irreversibility of pere- 
stroika. The more socialist democracy there is, the more socialism 
we will have. This is our firm conviction, and we will not abandon 
it. We will promote democracy in the economy, in politics and within 
the Party itself. The creativity of the masses is the decisive force in 
perestroika. There is no other, more powerful force. 

The months that have passed since the Plenary Meeting have 
shown that we acted correctly. Our generation faces the tremendous 
task of restructuring the whole country. Perhaps we will not cope with 
everything but we will have time for advancing the acceleration pro- 
cess. We will lay the foundations and I am sure that the entire Soviet 
society will join in the process of perestroika. 

But even when the newest democratic mechanism has been tried 
out and the moral levers have begun to be used in full, the task will 
not become simpler. In fact, I think the amount of work will increase 
and that it will become ever more complex; it is clear that its forms 
and methods will have to be altered more than once because we will 
have to work in new political, economic, moral and cultura! condi- 
tions. 
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Perestroika Gains Momentum 


I hope by now I’ve succeeded in showing you that Soviet society has 
been set in motion, and that there’s no stopping it. But we do not 
encourage unrealistic expectations. Some people hope that everything 
will immediately change of its own accord, without requiring any 
special effort. Many think like this: new leaders have emerged, so 
everything will change now, everything will be all right. It’s a mis- 
take, however, to think that from now on it will be an easy ride 
downhill. On the contrary, we are still climbing uphill, and we have 
a long way to go before perestroika gains momentum. 

Perestroika is only just getting off the ground. So far we have only 
been shaping the mechanism of acceleration. Until recently we were 
engaged more in learning what was what, in exploring approaches 
and in gathering ideas and recommendations. Now we all have to 
forge ahead together. It is quite another matter that different people 
have different ideas of perestroika itself and of the role they have to 
play in it. 

There are not many outspoken opponents of perestroika, but there 
are, however, people who support the innovations but believe that 
perestroika should not affect them, only those at the top—in the Party, 
state and economic bodies, other sectors, adjoining enterprises, co- 
workers in the shop, on the farm or at the construction site—in short, 
anyone but themselves. In a talk I had with workers at the big VEF' 
radio engineering plant in Riga during my visit to the Latvian Soviet 
Socialist Republic I considered it necessary to tell them that difficul- 
ties are one thing, but if they were going to be interested only in 
what is happening ‘‘at the top’’ and not make use of their own re- 
sources, perestroika would slow down, start wheel-spinning and wind 
up as a half-hearted measure. 

There are also people who do not know how to work in the new 
way, in the context of perestroika. They have to be taught and they 
have to be helped. 

There is also the problem of sluggishness, of inertia. The practice 
of waiting for instructions from above on every matter, of relying on 
top-level decisions has not yet been done away with. Not that this is 


' VEF—an electrical engineering plant in Latvia. 
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surprising, for this is the way it used to be from workshops to min- 
istries, and it is still having its effect today, even in the upper ech- 
elons of administration. The point is that people grew unaccustomed 
to thinking and acting in a responsible and independent way. Herein 
lies another big problem. 

The main task is to get the whole of society involved in the pro- 
cess of restructuring. Socialism in our society is developing on its 
own basis. We are not suggesting that perestroika should be carried 
out with a different people, party, science, literature, and so on. This 
is not so. We are carrying it out together, through a nationwide ef- 
fort. The entire intellectual potential must be brought into play. I can 
see from my own experience that all of us are changing in the course 
of perestroika. It would be unfair to deny someone the right to ex- 
perience his own perestroika, to act differently today from how he 
did yesterday, to proceed today from a realization of the situation and 
the goals which have been put forward by our time. 
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We Have No Ready-Made Formulas 


Politics is the art of the possible. Beyond the limits of the possible 
begins adventurism. It is for this reason that we appraise our possi- 
bilities carefully and soberly and map out our tasks taking this into 
consideration. Taught by bitter experience, we do not run ahead of 
ourselves on our chosen path, but take account of the evident reali- 
ties of our country. 

The greatest difficulty in our restructuring effort lies in our think- 
ing, which has been molded over the past years. Everyone, from 
General Secretary to worker, has to alter this thinking. And this is 
understandable, for many of us were formed as individuals and lived 
in conditions when the old order existed. We have to overcome our 
own conservatism. Most of us adhere to correct political and ideo- 
logical principles. But there is a substantial distance between a cor- 
rect stand and its realization. 

It sometimes even happens that during the discussion of an issue 
in the Politburo we seem to draw substantiated conclusions and take 
innovative decisions, but when it comes to choosing methods for im- 
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plementing them, we end up trying to use old methods to accomplish 
new tasks. 

In politics and ideology we are seeking to revive the living spirit 
of Leninism. Many decades of being mesmerized by dogma, by a 
tule-book approach have had their effect. Today we want to inject a 
genuinely creative spirit into our theoretical work. This is difficult, 
but it must be done. Creative thought seems to be consolidating. 

We realize that there is no guarantee against mistakes, the worst 
of which would be to do nothing out of fear of making one. We 
know the mistake of doing nothing from our own experience. Many 
of our troubles derive from it. Our opponents in the West have no- 
ticed this weakness, which was particularly manifest in the late sev- 
enties and early eighties, and were on the verge of consigning the 
Soviet Union to the ‘‘ash-heap of history.’’ But their requiem was 
clearly premature. 

I am pleased that there’s a growing understanding, both within the 
Party and in society as a whole, that we have started an unprece- 
dented political, economic, social and ideological endeavor. If we are 
to implement everything we have planned, we must also carry out 
unprecedented political, economic, social and ideological work in 
both the internal and external spheres. Above all, we bear an un- 
precedented responsibility. And we are aware of the need for large- 
scale and bold efforts, especially at the first stage. 

Many things are unusual in our country now: election of managers 
at enterprises and offices; multiple candidates for elections to Soviets 
in some districts; joint ventures with foreign firms; self-financed fac- 
tories and plants, state and collective farms; the lifting of restrictions 
on farms producing food products for enterprises and run by them; 
wider cooperative activities; encouragement of individual enterprise 
in small-scale production and trade; and closure of non-paying plants 
and factories operating at a loss; and of research institutes and higher 
educational establishments working inefficiently. A press that is more 
incisive, taking up ‘‘taboos,’’ printing a rich variety of public points 
of view, and conducting an open polemic on all vital issues con- 
ceming our progress and perestroika. All that is natural and neces- 
sary, although all these things do not come easily, nor are they 
understood readily both among the public at large and among Party 
members. 
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I don’t think that the past two and a half years have been the most 
difficult period for the CPSU. It has, however, been one of the most 
serious, requiring a high sense of responsibility, maturity and loyalty 
to ideals and basic goals. A particular tendency may or may not suit 
us, but we try to view things soberly and realistically. Only in this 
way can we submit a policy to the people and advance goals that 
they will understand and will lead them forward. 

Certainly, the leadership has also had some differences of opinion 
about how stagnation should be overcome and how things should be 
handled in the future. There is nothing surprising about this. Quite 
the contrary, it would be strange, to say the least, if there were no 
such differences and if everybody thought and spoke exactly the 
same. A conflict of opinions generates thought. But we are as one 
insofar as the main thing is concerned—we are unanimous in our be- 
lief that perestroika is indispensable and indeed inevitable, and that 
we have no other option. 

All the Soviet people, the entire Party, including the Central Com- 
mittee and its Politburo, and the government are in a process of re- 
structuring. In this revolutionary work we, the members of the Pol- 
itburo, are gaining experience in resolving the problems facing our 
society. The same is taking place in the republics, regions and work 
collectives involved in perestroika. In tackling the new tasks the 
whole nation is being put to the test of perestroika. Most impor- 
tantly, the very climate of our society has changed. The process of 
releasing the Soviet people’s social and political activity is under way. 
People have become bolder and are displaying a keener sense of civic 
duty. There is much that has piled up in previous years which they 
want to speak about openly. 

The novelty of an uncommon situation has been growing. If some- 
body told us in April 1985 that in two years we would have what is 
actually taking place today, we would most likely have disbelieved 
it or would even have found it unacceptable. But what has actually 
been the case? The fact is that something we would have certainly 
set our faces against or would have been noncommittal about just a 
year ago is becoming not only a common subject of discussion but 
a natural component of everyday life. Society is changing, it is all 
in motion. 

We are living through no ordinary period. People of the older gen- 
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eration are comparing the present revolutionary atmosphere with that 
of the first few years after the October Revolution or with the times 
of the Great Patriotic War. But my generation can draw a parallel 
with the period of the postwar recovery. We are now far more sober 
and realistic. So the enthusiasm and revolutionary self-sacrifice that 
increasingly distinguish the political mood of the Soviet people are 
all the more valuable and fruitful. 

At the June 1987 Plenary Meeting of the Central Committee I 
spoke about the danger of allowing a discrepancy to develop between 
the growing activity of the masses and the surviving outdated meth- 
ods and style in the activities of government agencies, managerial 
bodies and even Party organizations. We are taking determined steps 
to overcome this discrepancy. However, one can look at this situa- 
tion from a different angle. It would have been far worse if the pas- 
sivity of the people and their failure to live up to the requirements 
of perestroika had posed the main obstacle. Fortunately, that is not 
the case. Pressure from the working people and their outspokenness 
are mounting and even outpacing the actual rate of restructuring. 

Direct communication and letters have become the major ‘‘feed- 
back’’ linking the Soviet leadership with the masses. Letters arrive 
at the editorial offices of newspapers and magazines (many of which 
get published), and addressed to the government, the Supreme Soviet 
and, in particular, the Party Central Committee. 

And here is a point worthy of note. There were many letters to all 
kinds of institutions in earlier times, but what has now changed is 
the very character of the letters. Fewer of them are so-called ‘‘per- 
sonal requests’’ asking for help in obtaining an apartment or a pen- 
sion, in assisting a wrongly convicted person, or reinstating some- 
body at his place of work. Although there are still some of that kind 
this is not their main purpose today. The majority contain reflections 
and expressions of concern about the nation’s future. It is as if what 
has been painfully withheld in the long years of silence and estrange- 
ment has been finally given vent. The new situation encourages peo- 
ple to speak up. And they want to relate their thoughts, ideas and 
troubles not just to a friend or relative, but to the nation’s leaders. 
Some letters are truly heartfelt. 

Having read the original manuscript of this book, my publishers 
asked me to quote from the most typical ones. Here is one from A. 
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Zemov, a 33-year-old worker living in the Yakut Autonomous Re- 
public, in Northeastern Siberia. 

‘‘Though I am not a Party member, I consider it my duty to write 
to you and thank you for awakening in us ordinary workers a sense 
of civic responsibility. The people have been waiting for these 
changes... . 

“Tll be frank with you. At first many people reacted to the gen- 
eral course of perestroika with suspicion. Not that it ran counter to 
our wishes—not at all. People simply knew from bitter experience that 
too often good slogans did not square with reality. However, we 
quickly realized that perestroika was not a short-term campaign but 
a necessary process historically. And the most important thing was 
that we saw it affected all spheres of our society. 

“‘Our life has become far more meaningful. People have begun to 
take a genuine interest in the situation in the country, to put forward 
proposals on how to improve work, and to make critical remarks. 
Discussions of ‘sticky’ production problems now start up all by 
themselves in work collectives. It’s embarrassing that our products 
are of such poor quality! We are robbing ourselves . . . 

“Thank you. It is difficult to write and express gratitude to a per- 
son you don’t know, but, on the other hand, we don’t feel uneasy 
about thanking a doctor who has cured us of a grave illness. You 
have cured us of civic passivity and indifference and have taught us 
to believe in our own powers, in justice and in democracy . . . Many 
people didn’t use to take Central Committee Plenary Meetings or even 
Party congresses seriously. Now even my seven-year-old son yells to 
me whenever he sees you on television: ‘Daddy, come quick. Gor- 
bachev’s speaking.’ 

‘The future belongs to us. As for mistakes, no one is guaranteed 
against them. We were the trailblazers; we had no one to learn from, 
so we are learning from our own mistakes.”’ 

Here is a letter from Lithuania. It comes from V. A. Brikovskis, 
who wrote after the January 1987 Plenary Meeting of the Central 
Committee. 

““My heart is so filled with impressions that I simply have to share 
them with somebody else. For the first time in so many years we can 
see in the Party and government leadership people with human faces 
instead of stone-faced sphinxes. This alone is a great achievement. 
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“‘What do people think about your policy? 

“IT shall not lie to you, dear Mikhail Sergeyevich, because that 
could only harm our common cause. I'll tell you the whole truth. 

“I shall not speak about the privileged section of society. Every- 
thing’s clear here. Many would like to continue living as if in a drug- 
induced sleep, in a land of milk and honey. 

“‘T want to speak about the proletarians, the people for whom this 
perestroika was started. Unfortunately, there is no deep understand- 
ing of your policy among them and there is still little trust in it. But 
this should not seem surprising. Brains do not thaw out quickly after 
such a long and terrible ‘winter.’ It will be a long and painful pro- 
cess. 

“But everything will work out in the end. 

“Tam a devout Catholic. Every Sunday I go to church and pray 
that God refrain from punishing the world for our sins. I know you 
are an atheist, but through your efforts you have shown that some 
believers have something to learn from you. And I want you to know 
that every Sunday I am in church from 9 a.m. to 1 p.m., praying 
for you and your family.” 

The following letter is from B. Dobrovolsky, a schoolteacher from 
Kishinev, in the republic of Moldavia: 

““We young people are to continue Lenin’s cause, the great cause 
of the Soviet people. You are doing a great job, so let’s make sure 
that it does not become a Sisyphean task. Don’t be offended by the 
tone of my letter: it comes from my being deeply hurt by the fact 
that some people do not understand the latest decisions of the Party 
and your personal contacts with the people. Let me tell you right 
away that I do. I approve of your meetings with working people and 
of the honest and open discussion of our problems and troubles. But 
my only wish is for these discussions to produce results. Not all peo- 
ple understand and accept your Leninist style of work: work among 
the people, work for the people, work in the name of the people. 
Sometimes I argue about this until I’m hoarse. 

“‘Many people—I mean the generation bom in the thirties, forties 
and fifties—have become ossified. And I am not afraid of using this 
word. At meetings they all (some of them are now small or even big 
bosses) say yes. To what? To everything. They say yes to renewal. 
They say yes to perestroika. It’s always ‘yes’ and ‘we want.’ They 
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are ready to bare their chests in ardor. But what is this in reality? 
Falsehood. I have tried to find out why. Why don’t you believe a 
man who does not spare his life, health and nerves for us? Do you 
think it’s easy to wake up a nation of many millions which has been 
lulled to sleep for decades? Do you think it is easy to promote ini- 
tiative when many people have to look up the meaning of this word 
in the dictionary? Do you think it’s easy to get you all moving? 

‘‘T am talking to you honestly about matters of principle. 1 am 
speaking on behalf of a whole generation of young Soviet people who 
have received a higher education.”’ 

Here is another letter, this time from G. Vardanian who lives in 
Georgia: 

‘‘You may remember me. Once when you still worked in the Sta- 
vropol Territory, you held a conference with those who were the first 
to introduce the rate-plus-bonus system and the team contract among 
farm-machine operators. At that time I worked as head economist on 
the collective farm named ‘The Road to Communism’ in the Alex- 
androvsky District. You talked with me for a long time, asking many 
questions about our life, the general mood on the farm and our 
work... 

‘‘All your initiatives in foreign and domestic policy inspire me and 
all honest people because they are consonant with our aspirations and 
concerns. It is painful for me to say, however, that not all people 
agree with you. 

“TI can’t blame them. I will tell it to you straight, as you so like 
to do, that the problem lies with the local leaders: they were made 
in the image of former leaders and it is now very difficult to remold 
them. 

‘‘We can tell that things are hard for you. But we beseech you: 
do not take even one step backwards. There must be no change of 
mind or even the slightest retreat. Don’t pay any attention to those 
who do not agree with you. The nation is rejoicing and is ready to 
make sacrifices for the sake of the goals you have set. This is what 
I wanted to tell you.”’ 

Finally, here is a letter from K. Lasta, a woman from Leningrad: 

‘All of us who are helping you must fight against every manifes- 
tation of the hated old practices, such as red tape, corruption, con- 
formism, obsequiousness and fear of the powers that be. This is now 


58 PERESTROIKA 


the duty of everyone who does not want to return to the past. And 
everyone also now has the duty to work at his place the way you 
work at yours, sparing no effort. For everyone can see how much 
energy, time, emotional strength and health the colossal, superhuman 
load you have placed upon your shoulders demands of you. Building 
is always difficult, but it is even more difficult to build on a site 
which must first be cleared of dirt. I hope it will make things a little 
easier for you if I tell you that a huge number of ordinary people 
stand by you, love you and care for you.’’ 

I could quote letters indefinitely. But this whole book would not 
be big enough for them all. In many of them people write about how 
perestroika has begun—or hasn’t begun—at their factory, collective 
farm, construction site or office. They tell me what they are doing to 
become active in it, and analyze particular and general causes of the 
difficulties that arise along the way. 

These letters—and there are thousands upon thousands of them— 
testify to the great confidence in the Party and government leader- 
ship. Regained confidence! And that is a great force, an invaluable 
asset. What strikes one in the letters is unfettered thinking, a high 
degree of political culture, and an urge to live and work as bid by 
conscience. 

We in the Politburo discuss these letters, gathering them together 
at regular intervals. That helps the country’s leadership to keep 
abreast of the course of events, to assess its policies properly and 
readjust them, and to work out modern methods for handling things. 

There is one thing common to all the letters—unreserved and pas- 
sionate support for perestroika. Even pointed and scathing judgments 
are imbued with a desire to help it forward. Yet, as the reader will 
have noticed from what I’ve quoted above, there is also a note of 
anxiety lest perestroika should go the way of the reforms of the fif- 
ties and sixties and start dying down. People are urging us not to 
retreat! Not a step backwards! But to move forward and on with 
greater courage and determination! 

In short, we must be able not only to readjust our policies in line 
with the reaction of the masses and with the way they are reflected 
in the public mind, but we must ensure feedback, that is, encourage 
the people to give us ideas, suggestions and advice, including via di- 
rect contact with them. 
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Now everybody is getting used to it. But at first there were some 
‘‘compassionate’” people who cautioned against the danger of Gor- 
bachev getting ‘‘oxygen poisoning’’ during one of his outdoor chats 
with people, the danger of him being told something unwelcome, 
something the men in the Kremlin should not know. There have been 
some comments and, perhaps, there are still some, to the effect that 
direct informal meetings are nothing short of wooing the people. I 
have a different, in fact, opposite view on this subject. There are no 
hints, recommendations and wamings that are more valuable than 
those you get straight from the people. 

In general, the people have become more forthcoming at such 
meetings. How was it before? You would put a question to someone 
but he would remain silent, perhaps out of fear or mistrust. True, 
there was also some demagogy: what are they thinking of over there 
in Moscow? This is bad, that is not good. But there were no sug- 
gestions. Now an interesting and serious conversation always gets 
going. Workers and farmers are becoming more optimistic; intellec- 
tuals and professional people have been speaking out in an authori- 
tative and demanding way. But the loudmouths have quieted down 
somewhat and are wary of meddling in serious and constructive dis- 
cussion. Whenever they do meddle people cut them short. 

I have already spoken about the impression I got from a meeting 
with people in October Square in Krasnodar in the summer of 1986. 
What a substantive conversation it was, what problems people raised! 
I was really pleased to see them so zealously supporting the Central 
Committee line. And then I realized how bitter the people are, and 
how many suggestions and recommendations they have for their 
leaders. 

I did not intend to make a speech in the Kuban area’ (Krasnodar 
is its capital). I just went there to have a look at the way things were 
going there and to see with my own eyes how an economic experi- 
ment of national importance was getting under way—a whole district 
had begun to operate on the principle of self-financing and self- 
repayment. And after numerous conversations, I found it necessary 
to speak in public. I think what I said proved useful for other regions 


' Kuban—an area in the western part of the Northern Caucasus whose population is 
for the most part descended from those Cossacks who a few centuries ago were resettled 
there. 
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of our country as well, because it was prompted by the very realities 
of life. Consultations and meetings with the people are really indis- 
pensable. One can’t achieve much by injunction. 

The experience we have already gained in carrying out perestroika 
is once more bearing out Lenin’s idea that revolutions are a great and 
most effective school of political education and enlightenment for the 
masses. Perestroika is a revolution, and the most peaceful and dem- 
ocratic one at that. It is within the confines of the democratic process 
that we shall proceed to overcome the erroneous positions we are en- 
countering and will yet encounter in the course of this renewal of 
society, and even the most outspoken resistance. We don’t have any 
significant groups of the population whose long-term interests would 
be irreconcilable with perestroika. 

The difficulties we are experiencing in the democratization process 
are largely of our own making. We are all products of our time, of 
a certain pattern of things and habits. Therefore we say that we all 
have to change ourselves, including those in the Politburo, in gov- 
emment and other top echelons of leadership. Some manage to do it 
easily and quickly, others find it difficult and are asking to be retired 
or to be transferred to a different job. 

The people are getting rid of their erstwhile apathy and becoming 
fully involved in public life. And that finds various forms of expres- 
sion. Some make biting speeches at meetings, others stage rallies or 
street processions. Generally, the democratic process does not rule 
out the possibility of such grass-roots activities. We have already 
traveled some way from the times when such things caused official 
fear and incurred administrative bans. We do not yet have enough 
ethic of debate, sometimes a speaker at the dais is interrupted by 
someone sitting on the podium, and some people in their articles tend 
to settle old scores with others or tag offensive labels on them. But 
there is a steadily growing understanding that democracy is incom- 
patible with excessive, bureaucratic regimentation of social life. Of 
course, no self-respecting society can allow anarchy, a free-for-all or 
chaos. Neither can we. Democracy also implies law and order, and 
the strictest observance of the laws by authorities and organizations, 
as well as by all citizens. 
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More Light to Glasnost! 


The new atmosphere is, perhaps, most vividly manifest in glasnost. 
We want more openness about public affairs in every sphere of life. 
People should know what is good, and what is bad, too, in order to 
multiply the good and to combat the bad. That is how things should 
be under socialism. 

It is important to be aware of all that is positive and constructive, 
to use it, to make it an asset of all the people, the entire Party, so 
that the shoots of new attitudes can be used in the conditions of per- 
estroika. 

Truth is the main thing. Lenin said: More light! Let the Party know 
everything! As never before, we need no dark corners where mold 
can reappear and where everything against which we have started a 
resolute struggle could start accumulating. That’s why there must be 
more light. 

Today, glasnost is a vivid example of a normal and favorable spir- 
itual and moral atmosphere in society, which makes it possible for 
people to understand better what happened to us in the past, what is 
taking place now, what we are striving for and what our plans are, 
and, on the basis of this understanding, to participate in the restruc- 
turing effort consciously. 

Democratization of the atmosphere in society and social and eco- 
nomic changes are gaining momentum largely thanks to the devel- 
opment of glasnost. It goes without saying that the policy of the Party 
is the basis of this process. Things will not start changing, however, 
if the political course is not pursued in a way understandable to the 
masses. The people should know life with all its contradictions and 
complexities. Working people must have complete and truthful in- 
formation on achievements and impediments, on what stands in the 
way of progress and thwarts it. 

People might be said to have developed a taste for glasnost. And 
not only because of their natural desire to know what is taking place, 
and who is working how. People are becoming increasingly con- 
vinced that glasnost is an effective form of public control over the 
activities of all government bodies, without exception, and a pow- 
erful lever in correcting shortcomings. As a result, the moral poten- 
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tial of our society has been set in motion. Reason and conscience are 
beginning to win back ground from the passiveness and indifference 
that were eroding hearts. Naturally, it is not enough to know and to 
tell the truth. Acting on the knowledge of the truth and of under- 
standing it is the main thing. 

We have come to realize the necessity of learning to overcome the 
inveterate discrepancy between the reality and the proclaimed policy. 
It is this major shift in the moral sphere that makes up the emotional 
content and the essence of the present socialist revolutionism in our 
society. 

We have begun drafting bills that should guarantee glasnost. These 
bills are designed to ensure the greatest possible openness in the work 
of government and mass organizations and to enable working people 
to express their opinion on any issue of social life and government 
activity without fear. 

When beginning the restructuring process, the CPSU Central Com- 
mittee relied on two powerful real forces—the Party committees and 
the mass media. I can even say that the Party might not have reached 
the present level of discussion about the entire package of perestroika 
issues—and the process of perestroika is very vast, diversified and 
contradictory—if the mass media had not joined it actively, and in an 
appropriate manner, immediately after the April 1985 Plenary Meet- 
ing of the CPSU Central Committee. 

The Central Committee highly appreciates the contribution the me- 
dia have been making to perestroika. Why so? Because everything 
depends on the people. People are in the vanguard of the struggle, 
and perestroika develops through them. That is why the way people 
think, the level of their civic awareness and their civic stand are of 
decisive importance. 

Our socialist society, which has resolutely embarked on the road 
of democratic renewal, has a vital stake in active participation by 
every citizen—every worker, every collective farmer, every scientist 
and every professional—in both the discussion of our plans and their 
implementation. And the mass media are playing and will continue 
to play a tremendous role in this. Naturally, they are not the only 
channel for expressing the people’s will, for reflecting their views and 
moods. But they are the most representative and massive rostrum of 
glasnost. The Party wants every citizen to voice his opinion confi- 
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dently from that rostrum; the voice of citizens should not only make 
known the discussions that are taking place in the country but also 
be a guarantor of democratic control over the correctness of decisions 
and their conformity with the interests and requirements of the masses 
and, at the next stage, over the fulfilment of the decisions. 

The current democratization process is reflected not only in pub- 
lications, it is increasingly influencing the activities of the mass me- 
dia. Gradually, as though thawing, our newspapers, magazines, radio 
and television are uncovering and handling new topics. One of the 
signs of the general revitalization is that our press is increasingly pre- 
ferring dialogue to monologue. Formal reports are giving way to in- 
terviews, conversations, ‘‘round-table’’ discussions, and discussions 
about letters from readers. True, there is a tendency sometimes to 
limit the number of contributing writers to three to five people. This 
is nothing but professional arrogance. It is much more useful to di- 
versify the authorship so that all citizens have a say, so that socialist 
pluralism, as it were, is represented in each publication in its en- 
tirety. It is certainly a good thing when a professional writer defines 
his position. It is much more interesting, however, to read conver- 
sations and interviews with workers, secretaries of district Party com- 
mittees, chairmen of collective farms, scientists and cultural person- 
alities. They are the carriers of live ideas. Or take the letters—what 
wonderful documents they are! They are truly moving. 

Not everyone, however, likes the new style. This is especially true 
of those who are not used to living and working in the conditions of 
glasnost and broad criticism, who cannot and do not want to do this. 
It is they who voice discontent with our mass media and sometimes 
even demand that glasnost be constrained, curbed. 

We do not regard it as negative that there are debates on whether 
there is not too much criticism, whether we need such broad open- 
ness, and whether democratization will have undesirable conse- 
quences. These debates, in a way, demonstrate concern for the sta- 
bility of our society. Democracy and glasnost may be drowned in 
rhetoric and their meaning distorted. There are people who are seem- 
ingly all for the innovations, but when it comes to action they attach 
all sorts of conditions and reservations to the development of de- 
mocracy, criticism and glasnost. 

It is no longer a question of whether the CPSU Central Committee 
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will continue the policy of glasnost through the press and the other 
mass media and with the active participation of citizens. We need 
glasnost as we need the air. 

I would like to stress once again that the policy of broadening 
glasnost and developing criticism and self-criticism, rather than play- 
ing at democracy, is a matter of principle for our Party. We regard 
the development of glasnost as a way of accumulating the various 
diverse views and ideas which reflect the interests of all strata, of all 
trades and professions in Soviet society. We won’t be able to ad- 
vance if we don’t check how our policy responds to criticism, es- 
pecially criticism from below, if we don’t fight negative develop- 
ments, don’t prevent them and don’t react to information from below. 
I cannot imagine democracy without all this. 

On the other hand, the criteria and character of criticism are also 
changing in the conditions of restructuring and democratization. Crit- 
icism is, first and foremost, responsibility, and the sharper the criti- 
cism, the more responsible it should be, for each article on a social 
topic is not only a self-expression by a certain person or a reflection 
of somebody’s complexes or ambitions, but a matter of public im- 
portance. Democratization is introducing substantial corrections into 
the relationships between those who criticize and those who are crit- 
icized. These should be relations of partnership built on mutual in- 
terest. A dialogue is more appropriate in such instances, while all 
sorts of condescending lecturing and didactics and especially court- 
room tones are absolutely inadmissible. And the latter can be found 
even in articles written by good and respected authors. No one has 
the right to a final judgment. 

One thing is obvious: criticism should always be based on the 
truth, and this depends on the conscience of the author and the ed- 
itor, on their sense of responsibility to the people. 

The press must become even more effective. It should not leave in 
peace loafers, profit-seekers, time-servers, suppressors of criticism, 
and demagogues; it should more actively help those who are self- 
lessly working for perestroika. A lot here depends on the local Party 
committees. If the Party committee rcorganizes its work, the press 
does so, too. 

I want to emphasize that the press should unite and mobilize peo- 
ple rather than disuniting them and generating offence and a lack of 
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confidence. Renewal of society also means striving to assert the dig- 
nity of man, his elevation and his honor. Criticism can be an effec- 
tive instrument of perestroika only if it is based on absolute truth and 
scrupulous concern for justice. 

To uphold the fundamental values of socialism is a tradition of our 
press. Any fact, whether it is the burning issue of today or some un- 
fortunate event of the past, may become the subject of analysis by 
the press. What values you defend, whether the people’s destiny and 
future are of concern to you is what matters the most. It so happens, 
sometimes, that an author brings a sensational fact, a topical fact, out 
in a newspaper and begins to dance around it, imposing on others 
his own ideas and likes. In my opinion, any honest, open talk, even 
if it arouses doubts, should be welcomed. But if you try to fit some- 
body else’s suit on us, beware! Glasnost is aimed at strengthening 
our society. And we have a lot to assert. Only those whom socialist 
democracy and our demands for responsibility prevent from satisfy- 
ing their personal ambitions, which are, anyway, far removed from 
the people’s interests, can doubt this. 

Of course, this is not a call to put a ban on criticism or to switch 
to half-truths and give up critical analysis. The interests of deepening 
socialist democracy and enhancing the political maturity of the peo- 
ple require fuller use of the mass media for discussing public and 
state issues, broadening control by the public, active striving for 
greater responsibility, for stronger discipline at work, for observance 
of socialist law and order, and against violations of the social prin- 
ciples and ethical standards of the Soviet way of life. We seek to 
organize this work in such a way that the mass media can act as a 
free, integral and flexible force nationwide, a force capable of 
promptly tackling the more topical events and problems. 

Glasnost, criticism and self-criticism are not just a new campaign. 
They have been proclaimed and must become a norm in the Soviet 
way of life. No radical change is possible without it. There is no 
democracy, nor can there be, without glasnost. And there is no pres- 
ent-day socialism, nor can there be, without democracy. 

There are still quite a few officials who continue to react painfully 
to criticism in the media and assess articles or broadcasts from the 
angle of personal taste, past experience, wrong interpretation of the 
interests of society, or simply do not understand the role of the press 
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in the socialist society of today. Sometimes, they try to scare the 
critics by warning of the possible reaction to a critical article on the 
part of the West. The West, they claim, is eager to hear our self- 
criticism in order to turn it against us, to discredit the socialist way 
of life. I cannot say anything definite about others, but I myself do 
not fear criticism. A critical review of our own experience is a sign 
of strength, not weakness. Such an approach accords with the prin- 
ciples of socialist ideology. 

But there exists, also, another, ‘‘quiet’’ method of suppressing or 
avoiding criticism, when officials agree in public with it, and even 
applaud it and promise to take effective measures, but in actual fact 
are in no hurry to draw practical conclusions. They hope that every- 
thing will end in talk, ‘‘sink into the sand,’’ and their sins will not 
be recalled any longer. For such people the important thing is to re- 
pent in proper time. 

Let me just reiterate what I said at the January Plenary Meeting: 
the attitude to criticism is an important indication of a person’s at- 
titude to perestroika, to everything new taking place in our society. 

We will do all in our power to prevent anyone from either sup- 
pressing criticism or sidestepping it. Criticism is a bitter medicine, 
but the ills that plague society make it a necessity. You make a wry 
face, but you swallow it. And those who think that criticism need 
only be dosed out at intervals are wrong. People who are inclined to 
believe that stagnation has fully been overcome and it’s time to take 
it easy are just as wrong. A slackening of criticism will inevitably 
harm perestroika. 


Perestroika and the Intelligentsia 


The intelligentsia has enthusiastically supported the restructuring. I 
will take the liberty of one digression here. Dedicated to socialist 
values, the intelligentsia, an organic part of Soviet society with a deep 
sense of patriotism, is our great and, perhaps, unique achievement, 
our inestimable spiritual capital. Our intelligentsia has had a difficult 
history. Many intellectuals, including democratically-minded ones 
who censured the tsarist regime and even fought against it, were 
frightened by the Revolution and were swept away by the wave of 
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white emigration' abroad, where they gave their talent and knowl- 
edge to other peoples. This was a great loss for our fledgling Soviet 
society. 

The intelligentsia, including intellectuals in the Bolshevik Party, 
suffered enormous, at times irretrievable, losses because of violations 
of socialist legality and the repressions of the 1930s. This, too, was 
a formidable blow to the country’s intellectual potential. 

Nevertheless, the Soviet intelligentsia continued to form and grow, 
mirroring the objective laws governing the development of socialism 
and its vital needs. The Leninist cultural revolution” ultimately turned 
our semi-literate and simply illiterate country into one of the most 
educated countries in the world. 

In the period of stagnation, however, a paradoxical situation took 
shape in which our society was unable to adequately use its enor- 
mous cultural and creative potential. Again, the reason was that the 
development of democracy had been artificially slowed down. All 
manner of bans, and a fear of new, creative approaches could not fail 
to have their effect. 

I recall a meeting in June 1986 with the personnel of the apparatus 
of the CPSU Central Committee. It concerned perestroika. I had to 
ask them to adopt a new style of working with the intelligentsia. It 
is time to stop ordering it about, since this is harmful and inadmis- 
sible. The intelligentsia has wholeheartedly welcomed the program 
for the democratic renewal of society. 

Congresses of creative unions’ of film-makers, writers, artists, 
composers, architects, theatrical figures and journalists have been 
held. They were marked by heated debate. All the congresses sin- 
cerely supported perestroika. The participants severely criticized 
themselves; many former top union officials were not elected to lead- 


' White emigration—a general term for all those who left Russia after the 1917 October 
Revolution and during the Civil War of 1918-22. A large number of them actively fought 
against the Soviet government in the Civil War and engaged in subversive activities 
against the Soviet Republic. Many emigrants later took Soviet citizenship and some of 
them came back to their homeland. 

2 The cultural revolution—the elimination of illiteracy in the Soviet Union in the 
1920s-30s, the mastering of modem culture by the broad popular masses. 

3 Creative unions—voluntary societies of intellectuals that unite writers, architects, 
composers, actors, artists, journalists, film-makers, etc. 
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ing bodies, nor were the loudmouths. Instead, eminent, authoritative 
people were elected to head the unions. 

I told those who found the debates too heated that they should not 
be surprised or become indignant, that these congresses should be ac- 
cepted as a normal, albeit new, phenomenon. Democratization is tak- 
ing place everywhere, acquiring acute forms at times. Someone ob- 
jected, claiming that it would be difficult to work in an environment 
where each individual is his own philosopher, his own foremost au- 
thority, and believes that only he is right. I replied that it is far worse 
to be dealing with a passive intelligentsia, and with indifference and 
cynicism. 

Emotional outbursts are an inevitable part of any complicated en- 
deavor. This has always been the case in revolutionary times. Today 
it is as if we are going through a school of democracy again. We are 
learning. We still lack political culture. We do not even have the pa- 
tience to hear out our friends. All this is sure to pass. We will master 
this science, too. The thorniest issues have to be discussed with due 
respect for one another. Even the most extreme viewpoint contains 
something valuable and rational, for the person who upholds it hon- 
estly and who cares for the common cause in his own way reflects 
some real aspects of life. For us this is not an antagonistic, class 
struggle; it is a quest, a debate on how we can really get going with 
the restructuring effort and make our progress solid and irreversible. 
So I don’t see any drama in polemics, in comparing viewpoints. This 
is normal. 

Group prejudices and intolerance have indeed surfaced among 
writers in view of the new openness. There was a moment when pas- 
sions were running high in the literary community. We brought home 
to them the view of the Central Committee, namely that it would be 
very sad if the creative and artistic intelligentsia squabbled instead of 
consolidating, and its members started using openness, frankness and 
democratism to settle old scores and take vengeance for criticism. The 
worst thing that can happen is if, in these revolutionary times, the 
creative intelligentsia allows itself to get bogged down in trifles, if it 
gives vent to personal ambitions and expends its energies on sense- 
less high words rather than creative endeavor. The Central Commit- 
tee urged writers to rise above their emotions, convenient habits and 
stereotypes. Elevate yourselves and think of the people and society, 
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we said. Let the intelligentsia’s sense of responsibility also manifest 
itself in its creative unions, taking care, above all, of society’s spir- 
itual development. 

The intelligentsia is imbued with a sense of civic responsibility, 
and it has eagerly shouldered a large share of the restructuring effort. 
Our intelligentsia has, along with the Party, got down to change. Its 
public-spirited stand is manifesting itself more and more strongly, and 
we have a vested interest in this activity; we appreciate everything— 
the way it joined the effort after April 1985, its enthusiasm and its 
desire to help the restructuring of society. We hope that this contri- 
bution by the intelligentsia will continue to grow. The intelligentsia 
is rising to a new level of thinking and responsibility. Its guidelines 
coincide with the political course of the CPSU and the interests of 
the people. 


II NEW ECONOMIC AND SOCIAL POLICY 
IN ACTION 


How has perestroika been developing in the economy? 

I must say, frankly, that all our efforts toward changing the struc- 
ture of the national economy, transferring it on to the track of inten- 
sive development, and accelerating scientific and technological prog- 
ress prompted even more urgently the need for a radical reform of 
the economic mechanism and for restructuring the entire system of 
economic management. 

Socialism and public ownership, on which it is based, hold out 
virtually unlimited possibilities for progressive economic processes. 
For this, however, we must each time find the most effective forms 
of socialist ownership and of the organization of the economy. Of 
prime importance in this respect is for the people to be the true mas- 
ter of production, rather than a master only in name. For without it, 
individual workers or collectives are not interested, nor can they be 
interested, in the final results of their work. 

It is Lenin’s idea of finding the most effective and modern forms 
of blending public ownership and the personal interest that is the 
groundwork for all our quests, for our entire concept of radically 
transforming economic management. 
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Economic Reform: The June 1987 Plenary Meeting 
of the CPSU Central Committee 


In carrying out a radical economic reform, it was important to pre- 
clude the repetition of the past mistakes which in the 1950s, 1960s 
and 1970s doomed to failure our attempts to change the system of 
economic management. At the same time, those attempts proved to 
be incomplete and inconsistent for they emphasized certain issues, 
while ignoring others. Speaking frankly, the solutions that were of- 
fered then were not radical, they were halfway measures, which not 
infrequently missed the essence of the matter. 

I would say that the concept of economic reform, which we sub- 
mitted to the June Plenary Meeting, is of an all-embracing, compre- 
hensive character. It provides for fundamental changes in every area, 
including the transfer of enterprises to complete cost accounting, a 
radical transformation of the centralized management of the econ- 
omy, fundamental changes in planning, a reform of the price for- 
mation system and of the financial and crediting mechanism, and the 
restructuring of foreign economic ties. It also provides for the crea- 
tion of new organizational structures of management, for the all-round 
development of the democratic foundations of management, and for 
the broad introduction of the self-management principles. 

There is an inner logic in any complex process, and it reflects in- 
terrelationships between certain measures, between certain concrete 
steps. A natural question arose before us: Where to begin! What is 
the starting point in restructuring management? 

In our planned economy, it would seem logical, at first sight, to 
start restructuring from the centre, to determine the structure and 
functions of central economic bodies, then go over to the middle 
management level, and then, finally, to enterprises and amalgama- 
tions, the primary level. That might be correct from the viewpoint of 
abstract logic, but reality and accumulated experience dictated a dif- 
ferent approach and a different logic: we should start with enterprises 
and amalgamations, the main link in the economic chain. We should 
start with finding the most effective economic model for them, then 
create the optimum economic conditions, extend and consolidate their 
rights, and only on that basis introduce fundamental changes in the 
activity of all higher echelons of economic management. 
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As we determined that sequence of the restructuring effort, we bore 
in mind that it is there, at enterprises and amalgamations, that the 
main economic processes are taking place, that material values are 
being created, and scientific and technological ideas are materializ- 
ing. It is the work collective that gives a tangible shape to economic 
and social relations, and it is in the work collective that personal, 
collective and social interests of people are interlinked. The work 
collective largely determines the social and political atmosphere 
countrywide. 

We also took into consideration our past experience, in which re- 
peated attempts to reform the upper management levels without sup- 
port from below were unsuccessful because of the stubborn resistance 
of the management apparatus, which did not want to part with its 
numerous rights and prerogatives. We have recently encountered that 
resistance, and still encounter it now. Here too, as in all other areas 
of restructuring, we must combine what comes from above with the 
movement from below, i.e., give the restructuring effort a profoundly 
democratic nature. 

What is the main shortcoming of the old economic machinery? 

It is above all the lack of inner stimuli for self-development. In- 
deed, through the system of plan indices, the enterprise receives as- 
signments and resources. Practically all expenses are covered, sales 
of products are essentially guaranteed and, most importantly, the em- 
ployees’ incomes do not depend on the end results of the collective’s 
work: the fulfilment of contract commitments, production quality and 
profits. Such a mechanism is likely to produce medium or even poor 
quality work, whether we like it or not. How can the economy ad- 
vance if it creates preferential conditions for backward enterprises and 
penalizes the foremost ones? 

We can no longer run our affairs like that. The new economic 
mechanism must put matters right. It must become a powerful lever, 
a driving force for resourceful quality performance. Every enterprise 
must proceed from real social demands to determine production and 
sales plans for itself. Those plans must be based not on numerous 
detailed assignments set by higher bodies, but on direct orders placed 
by government organizations, self-accounting enterprises and trade 
firms for specific products of appropriate quantity and quality. En- 
terprises must be put in such conditions as to encourage economic 
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competition for the best satisfaction of consumer demands and em- 
ployees’ incomes must strictly depend on end production results, on 
profits. 

We included all these principles of economic management and its 
specific forms in the draft Law on the State Enterprise (Amalgama- 
tion) which was discussed nationwide in work collectives, at meet- 
ings of workers and trade-union locals, and in the media. The draft 
law evoked the interest of the entire nation. The people felt that their 
opinion was needed. A special group of government officials, sci- 
entists and representatives of various state agencies considered the 
submitted proposals, amendments and additions. Everything that was 
rational and reasonable was included and considerably improved it. 

Most corrections were meant to extend the work collective’s rights. 
The general demand was not to retreat under the influence of inertia, 
but to go on firmly. It was felt that the new law should not be 
overburdened by numerous instructions which could emasculate it and 
bring it to a standstill. The USSR Supreme Soviet has adopted the 
law which will enter into force on 1 January 1988. 

True, the press carried some proposals which went outside our sys- 
tem. There was an opinion, for instance, that we ought to give up 
planned economy and sanction unemployment. We cannot permit this, 
however, since we aim to strengthen socialism, not replace it with a 
different system. What is offered to us from the West, from a dif- 
ferent economy, is unacceptable to us. We are sure that if we really 
put into effect the potential of socialism, if we adhere to its basic 
principles, if we take fully into consideration human interests and use 
the benefits of a planned economy, socialism can achieve much more 
than capitalism. 

We attach primary importance to the Law on the State Enterprise 
in our economic reform. We use it as a yardstick for our other steps 
and measures. We consider them from the point of view of how fully 
they conform to this law and contribute to its practical implementa- 
tion. 

In preparing the Plenary Meeting, the Politburo spent several 
months examining the results of a comprehensive and strictly objec- 
tive analysis of the activities of the Council of Ministers of the USSR, 
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Gosplan', Gossnab*, Minfin?, Gosbank*, economic ministries and de- 
partments and industrial management bodies. Ordinances were drafted 
to govern the operation of central agencies so as to make it (and their 
official functions) strictly consistent with the Law on the State En- 
terprise, not contradict it in any way. They were discussed at the 
Plenary Meeting, finalized, adopted and implemented. 

The June Plenary Meeting of the CPSU Central Committee, its de- 
cisions, and the ‘‘Basic Provisions for Radical Restructuring of Eco- 
nomic Management’’ it adopted, are, in effect, completing the con- 
struction of a modern model of socialist economy to meet the 
challenge of the present stage of national development. 

The Plenary Meeting and the session of the Supreme Soviet of the 
USSR that followed it developed and consolidated the policy of pro- 
moting the people’s active involvement in economic and production 
processes, closely combining the interests of the state with those of 
the individual and the work collective, and of making the Soviet 
working people the true master. 

Of course, we will still have things to complete or, perhaps, 
re-do. No society can ever have any system of economic manage- 
ment replaced overnight by a different, even a more advanced one, 
as if it were a kind of mechanical contrivance. We will have to ad- 
just a dynamic and flexible mechanism sensitive to changes in pro- 
duction and capable of being constantly modernized, accepting what 
is advanced and rejecting what has outlived itself. The main danger 
here is stopping in the belief that since decisions have been taken 
they will always be relevant in their present form. 

By drawing up a program for a radical economic reform, we have 
laid the foundations for a full-scale offensive, this time in every area 
of the process of accelerating and extending the restructuring. The 
decisions taken provide the organizational and economic prerequisites 
for attaining the targets of the current five-year plan and the long- 


' Gosplan (USSR State Planning Committee)—a government agency in charge of long- 
term and current planning of the country’s economic and social development and control 
over the fulfilment of those plans. 

2 Gossnab—USSR State Committee for Material and Technical Supply, a government 
agency. 

3 Minfin—USSR Ministry of Finance. 

* Gosbank—State Bank of the USSR, the country’s main bank. 
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term objectives up to the year 2000. The task now in hand is to bring 
the new machinery of economic management into full operation com- 
petently and without delay. 

This is, perhaps, the most crucial moment in the restructuring of 
the economy and management. The stage of constructive work has 
started. Now everything must be translated into reality. The emphasis 
now is on actually doing what we have concentrated our efforts for— 
and that is the hallmark of this juncture. 


On to Full Cost Accounting! 


The essence of what we plan to do throughout the country is to re- 
place predominantly administrative methods by predominantly eco- 
nomic methods. That we must have full cost accounting is quite clear 
to the Soviet leadership. 

True, there are some obstacles. Two of them, at least, are large. 
The first is that we have to do this in the context of the already en- 
dorsed five-year plan, that is, make it fit in. This particular aspect 
has a serious effect on the process of transition. So what are we to 
do, after all: stick to the five-year plan or drop it? There is only one 
answer to this question: we must reach the five-year-plan targets! This 
is an extremely difficult five-year-plan period: extensive forward- 
looking research is being conducted, great structural changes are tak- 
ing place, many social issues are being resolved, and, along with all 
that, many innovations must be introduced in the course of this pe- 
riod. These are trying times for the factory managers: they have a 
heavy burden of problems that have built up and at the same time 
they have to change over to self-financing. 

Another obstacle is that some of the more important components 
of the new management mechanism are not yet ready and will not 
be put into effect at once. It will take two or three years to prepare 
a reform of price formation and of the finance and crediting mech- 
anism, and five to six years to go over to wholesale trade in the 
means of production. A lot has still to be decided about determining 
the functions of ministries, the reorganization of territorial adminis- 
tration, and the reduction of personnel. 

Therefore we shall have a very complicated transition period, dur- 
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ing which both the old and the newly introduced mechanisms will 
coexist. But full cost accounting will be introduced without delay. We 
will energetically follow this path gaining experience in the process. 
We will try out and test everything. 

Whenever I meet people working in industry or even ministers, I 
tell them: never flinch; search and try things out. The people have 
so much wisdom and so keen a sense of responsibility that you can 
and must act boldly and confidently. Well, suppose we make mis- 
takes. So what? It is better to rectify them than sit and wait. 


A New Concept of Centralism 


In the course of perestroika a new concept of democratic centralism 
is taking shape. It is important to have its two sides correctly bal- 
anced, bearing in mind that at different stages different aspects will 
be highlighted. 

The situation now stands as follows: there are many people who 
are calling for stronger centralism. Balance sheets, proportions, the 
need for incomes to correspond to the mass of commodities and vol- 
ume of services, structural policies, state finances, defense—all these 
require a firm centralized principle. All our republics and all our peo- 
ples should feel that they are placed in equal conditions and have 
equal opportunities for development. In this lies the guarantee of So- 
viet society’s stability. That is why we do not want to weaken the 
role of the center, because otherwise we would lose the advantages 
of the planned economy. 

At the same time, one cannot fail to see that the central authorities 
are overburdened with minor work. We will relieve them of current 
duties, for, by dealing with them, they lose sight of strategic matters. 

Much of what we justly criticized at the January and June Plenary 
Meetings is due in the first place to omissions at the center: it could 
not sense dangerous trends in time, failed to find solutions to new 
problems, etc. All reorganization of the central apparatus and its 
functions, I repeat, will be strictly matched against the Law on the 
State Enterprise. Centralism in the conditions of perestroika has noth- 
ing in common with bureaucratic regulation of the many-faceted life 
of production, scientific and design collectives. We have yet to di- 
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vide the functions of the center and localities, to change the essence 
of ministries’ work, and their very purpose. 

We are contemplating democratizing planning. This means that 
plan-making—not formal but actual—will begin within enterprises and 
work collectives. It is they who will be planning the production of 
their output, on the basis of social needs expressed in target figures 
and government contracts and on direct economic contract ties with 
consumers. 

The State Planning Committee will have to give up detailed regi- 
mentation and day-to-day monitoring of the work of ministries and 
departments, and the latter will have to do the same with regard to 
enterprises. The activities of enterprises (wage funds, profit distri- 
bution, payments into the budget, etc.) will be regulated by long-term 
economic normatives; this will, in effect, be self-regulation. 

We envisage broadening openness at all stages of planning, and 
introducing wide discussion of state and regional social, economic, 
scientific, technological and ecological problems. With a view to 
finding optimum solutions, the principle of variability will be intro- 
duced in the planning system. 

As distinct from the previous practice, the central bodies will con- 
trol the enterprises in a limited number of areas—in the fulfilment of 
state orders, profits, labor productivity and general indicators of sci- 
entific and technological progress and the social sphere. The fulfil- 
ment by enterprises of contract obligations and state orders for the 
more important products, types of work and services is becoming a 
major criterion of the activities of enterprises. The composition and 
volume of state orders will gradually be reduced with the saturation 
of the market in favor of the growing direct ties between manufac- 
turers and consumers. When we have acquired the necessary expe- 
rience, we will place state orders on a competitive basis, applying 
the principle of emulation, or socialist competition. 

The system of material and technical supplies will undergo radical 
changes. The emphasis will be on a transition from forming funds to 
centralized distribution of resources, to wholesale trade. 

In short, the advantages of planning will be increasingly combined 
with stimulating factors of the socialist market. But all this will take 
place within the mainstream of socialist goals and principles of man- 
agement. 
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The broadening of the rights and economic autonomy of enter- 
prises, the changing of the functions of central economic and sectoral 
departments and the transition from predominantly administrative 
methods to mainly economic methods of management call for radical 
changes in the managerial structure. 

Earlier, the improvement of management was often accompanied 
by the establishment of new organizational elements, which resulted 
in the swelling of the apparatus, its becoming bulky, unwieldy and 
bureaucratic. We realize that the rates of economic restructuring are 
in no small degree held back by the bulky nature and inadequate ef- 
ficiency of the management apparatus. So we intend to make heavy 
cuts in the managerial apparatus and, when necessary, will simplify 
its structure and enlarge sectoral ministries. We already have some 
experience of doing this. For example, agriculture and the processing 
of its produce were managed in our country by seven all-Union min- 
istries and departments. We amalgamated all these departments into 
Gosagroprom', at the same time cutting their managerial staff by al- 
most half. In another case, we chose to enlarge some ministries by 
merging them. This is how. we will proceed in future, taking each 
case on its individual merits. 

It is now clear to everyone that given the present scale of the 
economy, no ministerial or departmental apparatus, however quali- 
fied, can take upon itself the solution of absolutely every question, 
nor can it replace the thought and initiative of work collectives. Re- 
distribution of rights between the central departments and the enter- 
prises is not proceeding smoothly. The apparatus of the ministries and 
ministers themselves are unwilling to give up the habit of deciding 
minor matters themselves. They are used to that practice, which 
makes it so much easier for them. Any transfer of rights from the 
center to the localities is, in general painful, although, I repeat, the 
necessity of this is obvious to all, to both ministers and staff. They 
realize that this action benefits the cause, but, nevertheless, narrow 
departmental and sometimes group interests are put above those of 
society and the people. 

There is one more way of perfecting economic management. Ex- 


' Gosagroprom (USSR State Agro-Industrial Committee)—the central organ of state 
management of the country’s agro-industrial complex, which was formed in 1985. 
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perience shows that there is potential for achieving maximum effi- 
ciency at the points where industries meet. But to expect that the State 
Planning Committee will be able to trace all inter-sectoral links and 
choose an optimum variant is to harbor an illusion. The ministries 
are even less in a position to do so. It was this that put on the agenda 
the question of setting up agencies to manage large economic com- 
plexes. As can be seen, the management system will undergo great 
changes. We intend to act resolutely, but also in a balanced way, 
without unnecessary fuss. 


Goal: World Technological Standards 


While restructuring our planning and economic activities and extend- 
ing the rights of the enterprises, we have also tackled the questions 
of scientific and technological progress. The branches that are in the 
forefront of this progress are being lent additional financial and ma- 
terial support. To this end a target-oriented national program has been 
mapped out, and funds allocated. 

During the Twelfth Five-Year-Plan period’, we will renew the 
greater part of fixed assets in machine-building. The amount set aside 
for these purposes will be almost double that spent in the previous 
five years. 

Analysis of industry’s performance has shown mistakes in the in- 
vestment policy. For many years our policy had been to build more 
and more enterprises. The construction of workshops and administra- 
tive buildings absorbed vast sums. The existing enterprises, mean- 
while, remained at the same technological level. Of course, if good 
use is made of everything available in two or three shifts, the targets 
of the Twelfth Five-Year Plan can be met using the existing equip- 
ment. But obsolescent equipment would in one way or another drag 
us backward, since it would mean we would be unable to put out 
modem products. Old machinery must be given up. This is why we 
are so drastically changing our structural and investment policies. 

In 1983, I visited ZIL?. It was a time of active preparations for 


' The Twelfth Five-Year-Plan period—the current five-year development period 
(1986-90). 
? ZIL~the Moscow I. A. Likhachev Motor Works. 
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the modernization of that plant, one of the first such projects of the 
Soviet automotive industry. In 1985, I again visited ZIL and asked 
how modernization had progressed. It turned out that sights had been 
set on the average technological level, with reliance on equipment 
made five to seven years earlier. One could not, therefore, expect 
substantial advances in technology. Besides, a larger workforce would 
be required. Focusing on outdated technology does not lead to ap- 
preciable intensification of production; it merely consolidates the time- 
lag. As it transpired, the collective had come up with another, more 
advanced version, but it had not been supported and work on it had 
been discontinued. We backed the decision of the plant collective to 
go back to this plan for the ZIL modernization. A new plan for re- 
tooling has been drawn up, and is being successfully implemented. 
ZIL will become a really modern enterprise. 

Generally speaking, drastic changes in technology and equipment 
take time. As we say, ‘‘Moscow was not built in a day.’’ If we had 
set the task of deciding everything at one go, we would have had to 
modernize production by using outmoded, obsolescent equipment. It 
would have been tantamount to marking time. 

Then we took a look at what equipment we had and whether it met 
world standards. It was discovered that only a lesser part of it was 
on that level. The conclusion suggested itself: rather than preserve 
our technological backwardness for many years, we would do better 
to pass through the pains of developing new equipment now, and 
then, through advances in machine-building, make a breakthrough to 
the newest technologies. That ‘‘then’’ does not necessarily imply a 
remote future. No, structural modernization of Soviet machine-build- 
ing must be combined with vast efforts to tum the scientific potential 
to good account. This is the most vital and urgent task for us, even 
a top priority. We have found ourselves in this situation technolog- 
ically because we underestimated our scientific potential and placed 
too great a reliance on external ties. 

As I see it, we accepted the policy of détente with too radiant 
hopes; I would say, too trustingly. Many thought it would be irre- 
versible and open up unbounded possibilities, in particular for ex- 
Panding trade and economic relations with the West. We even dis- 
continued some of our research and technological developments, 
hoping for the international division of labor, and thinking that some 
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machines would be more advantageous to buy than to manufacture at 
home. But what happened in reality? We were seriously punished for 
our naiveté. There came a period of embargoes, boycotts, bans, re- 
strictions, intimidation of those trading with us, etc. Some Western 
politicians even publicly anticipated the collapse of the Soviet sys- 
tem. But they ranted in vain. 

Certainly, we have drawn the necessary conclusions, started the 
necessary research and development and the production of what we 
once proposed to purchase, so Western firms will ultimately be the 
losers. Incidentally, I think all this noise about bans and restrictions 
is aimed not only against the USSR, but also, in very large measure, 
against rival non-American firms. 

On the whole, the various US ‘‘sanctions’’ and ‘‘embargoes’’ and 
other bans helped clarify a great deal. As they say, every cloud has 
a silver lining. We have drawn lessons from the decisions taken by 
the US and some other Westem countries to refuse to sell the Soviet 
Union advanced technology. That is perhaps why we are now ex- 
periencing a real boom in the fields of information science, computer 
technology and other areas of science and technology. 

We decided to put a firm end to the ‘‘import scourge,’’ as our eco- 
nomic executives call it. To these ends we are putting into operation 
the great potential of our science and mechanical engineering. 

It is a paradox that many achievements of Soviet scientists were 
introduced in the West more quickly than in our own country, for 
instance, rotary conveyor lines. We were also slow in another case. 
We were the first to invent continuous steel casting. What came of 
it? Now eighty percent of the steel produced in some countries is cast 
by our method, but much less, in our country. The path in our coun- 
try from a scientific discovery to its introduction in production is too 
long. This enables enterprising foreign industrialists to make money 
out of our ideas. Of course, such a situation does not suit us. There 
must be reciprocity in exchanges. Evidently, the situation is going to 
change. And, indeed, of late it has. 

Considerable work is being done to invigorate scientific and tech- 
nological progress. We are launching target-oriented programs, 
prompting work collectives and economic and other scientists to work 
in a creative way, and have organized twenty-two inter-sectoral re- 
search and technological complexes headed by leading scientists. The 


PERESTROIKA GETS UNDER WAY: THE FIRST CONCLUSIONS 81 


priority of the day is, as I said, the development of Soviet mechan- 
ical engineering. The June 1986 Plenary Meeting of the CPSU Cen- 
tral Committee proposed a program for radical modernization in me- 
chanical engineering. It set a target unprecedented in the history of 
Soviet industry, that of reaching in the next six to seven years world 
standards as regards major machinery, equipment and instruments. 
The emphasis, it was decided, would be placed on machine tool- 
building, instrument-making, electronics and electrical engineering. 
The iron-and-steel and chemical industries are also being modernized 
on a wide scale. 

Wishful thinking is a most dangerous occupation. And yet all the 
changes under way hold out much promise. Recently, I visited the 
town of Zelenograd not far from Moscow, where some research or- 
ganizations and enterprises of the electronics industry are concen- 
trated. I was gratified to hear scientists and specialists say that in a 
number of fields we are not trailing behind or even keeping level with 
the US, but are ahead in some ways. So the West’s technological 
arrogance has proved of benefit to us. The task now, which is no less 
difficult, is to translate these results into practice. 


Living Tissue of Perestroika 


Perestroika embraces an immense range of diverse problems and tasks 
related to what has remained from the past, what should be done 
now, immediately, and what still lies in store for us. Although I run 
the risk of repeating myself, I would like to offer the reader a multi- 
colored picture of perestroika, to invite him to look into the kalei- 
doscope of everyday life in which the living tissue of our future is 
formed. We are preparing the masses for radical changes. This im- 
plies that the necessary economic and psychological conditions should 
be furnished, because it is not easy to break old habits and do away 
with concepts of social forms that have established themselves in def- 
inite historical conditions. 

The accusations of righteous individuals are still being heard. Look 
at those who point their finger with indignation at disorder, at short- 
ages and at flaws. And if somebody starts doing something worth- 
while but unusual, these pseudo-socialists scream that he is under- 
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mining the foundations of socialisma! This is also among the realities 
of perestroika. We must patiently argue with such fighters for ‘‘pure’’ 
socialism, ideal and unsullied in its abstract form, to prove that it has 
nothing to do with real life. 

Lenin never believed that the road to socialism would be straight. 
He knew how to change slogans when life required it. And he was 
never a slave to resolutions once they were adopted. He was not 
afraid to stimulate individual labor activity, when the state and the 
public sector were weak. And today, in the course of the restructur- 
ing effort, some individuals are afraid of the measures being imple- 
mented to develop cooperatives, and promote individual labor activ- 
ity, contracts and self-financing; they’re worried that we’re weakening 
the ‘‘foundations’’ and engendering petty proprietors. They feel that 
by introducing various forms of contracts we might be undermining 
collective farms. But what about the fact that shops are lacking many 
goods? This is what we should sound the alarm about, and not cry 
in panic: ‘‘Help, socialism is in jeopardy!’’ 

We believe that combining personal interests with socialism has 
still remained the fundamental problem. We are referring, of course, 
to personal interests in the broad, and not just in the material, sense. 
What we need is not ‘‘pure,’’ doctrinaire, invented socialism, but 
real, Leninist socialism. Lenin was very clear on this point—since 
we have enormously developed industry and power, there is nothing 
to be afraid of. Drawing on this strength, we can effect socialist 
transformations in a planned fashion. This is genuine socialist work. 
This was true then and it is even more true today, for our society is 
now economically and politically strong. Lenin never lost track of the 
real state of affairs; he was guided by the interests of the working 
people. 

I am convinced that the most effective forms of organizing pro- 
duction on the basis of full cost accounting will take root quickest in 
the agro-industrial complex. For one thing, our collective farms have 
long-standing traditions. For another, rural folk are enterprising and 
resourceful. All this makes for greater mobility and flexibility when 
applying cost accounting, self-sufficiency and self-financing. 

The collective contract has proven itself well in agriculture from 
the standpoint of labor organization and remuneration. A household 
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contract system! is now being set up, and the first results are en- 
couraging. 

In early August 1987, I was in the Ramenskoye District outside 
Moscow, where I spoke with members of a team which has been op- 
erating on a contract basis applying intensive technology for five 
years. They grow seed potatoes, and last year the five of them 
brought the state farm enormous profits. Amazing things happen when 
people take responsibility for everything themselves. The results are 
quite different, and at times people are unrecognizable. Work changes 
and attitudes to it, too. 

The individual in our society wants to be part of everything, and 
this is a good thing. He does not like situations where his opinion is 
not sought, where he is looked upon merely as manpower and his 
human and civic qualities are not appreciated. The collective contract 
and the democracy which is linked with it are precisely what sup- 
ports a person’s sense of being a citizen and a master. 

Today, we have large collective farms and sovkhozes? in many ag- 
ricultural areas. Large work teams, sections and complexes have been 
organized. They are somewhat divorced from the land, and this af- 
fects end results. Today, we must ensure a more solid and direct 
connection with the interests of the individual through collective, 
family and rental contracts within the framework of these collective 
and state farms. Then we will combine the advantages of a large col- 
lective economy with the individual’s interests. This is exactly what 
we need. If we act in this way we can make impressive strides in 
solving the problem of foodstuffs within two or three years. 

If personal interests are disregarded, nothing will come of the ef- 
fort, and society will only stand to lose. For this reason it is imper- 
ative to strike a balance of interests, and we are doing so through 
the new economic mechanism, through greater democracy, through 
the atmosphere of openness, and through public involvement in all 
aspects of restructuring. 

The first thing that has to be ensured is an atmosphere that en- 


' Collective contract—a work method under which a team of workers carries out some 
work all the way through under a contract with the administration of its own enterprise 
or with any other organization. In this case, the pay of each participating worker directly 
depends on his working efficiency. Household contract—a collective contract by a family. 

? Collective farm—a farming cooperative. Sovkhoz—a state farm. 
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courages the restructuring effort and renders the individual socially 
active and responsible. This is the atmosphere of openness, of dis- 
cussing all matters, even the most difficult, with the people, so as to 
resolve them all together. To achieve this we need real public in- 
volvement in administration. That is why we say that democratization 
is the comerstone of the restructuring effort. Such forms as the new 
management mechanism, election of managers, and setting up of 
work-collective councils at the work team, factory shop and enter- 
prise level have been legitimately introduced. It is evident from the 
example of collectives of contractual and family-run farms how our 
people have missed the proprietary role. They want not only to eam 
more, which is entirely understandable; they want to do it honestly. 
They want to earn, not scrounge from the state. This desire is totally 
in a socialist spirit, so there should be no restrictions—whatever a 
person eams he should receive. At the same time, we should not al- 
low a person to receive what he has not earned. 


The Social Policy of Restructuring 


We proceed from the assumption that only the strong social policy 
proclaimed by the 27th Congress of the CPSU can ensure success for 
perestroika. The standards of living should be raised and the housing 
situation eased; more foodstuffs should be produced and the quality 
of commodities improved; public health services should be further 
developed; the reform of the higher and secondary schools should be 
accomplished, and many other social problems should be resolved. 

Tackling the current and long-term tasks, the June Plenary Meet- 
ing of the CPSU Central Committee of 1987 paid special attention 
to questions of increasing the production of foodstuffs and consumer 
goods and expanding housing construction. 

Large-scale measures are being implemented. We are building more 
housing. For us, this is a nationwide task. More money will be in- 
vested in tackling it. We must help people get more and better hous- 
ing, both in urban and in rural areas. 

People must have a good quality of life. If this problem is solved, 
the work collective becomes stabilized. People appreciate more the 
changes that take place in their city or village, in production, in the 
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conditions of work and in the very nature of work than how fast their 
wages grow. 

The current passiveness of leaders who fail to use the opportunities 
available for solving social problems is particularly intolerable. This 
is explained, on the one hand, by the old habit of approaching these 
issues on the basis of a so-called principle of the residual, when only 
what is left after satisfying the needs of production is earmarked for 
social purposes. On the other hand, it is a result of the psychology 
of dependence, which has struck deep roots. Cost accounting and self- 
financing are putting an end to all this. The economic mechanism it- 
self calls for an active, reasonable and enterprising approach, for act- 
ing in a proprietary manner. 

Our achievements in education are universally known. They are 
impressive when compared to the most developed countries. Never- 
theless, we are carrying out a school reform. What made us do it? 
To begin with, the new demands moder society is placing on peo- 
ple. Besides, the stagnation phenomena in our society have affected 
our educational system as well: in education, too, there were mani- 
festations of complacency in results achieved, which immediately af- 
fected everything else. 

Now, after a nationwide discussion, we have adopted programs for 
a radical transformation of higher and secondary schools. The main 
direction of efforts is training young people for future work with a 
view to meeting the requirements of scientific and technological 
progress and getting rid of everything of secondary importance which 
gives people little except unnecessary burdens. The humanistic edu- 
cation of the young, the aim of which is a proper upbringing and the 
acquisition of adequate cultural standards, is being improved. Col- 
leges and secondary schools lay emphasis on stimulating creative 
methods of instruction and education and fostering initiative and in- 
dependence in secondary and higher school collectives. The new tasks 
call for restructuring the material base and, most importantly, for 
teachers to attain a new level in their work. Those who upgrade their 
skills will be encouraged materially. The programs have the neces- 
sary financial backing, and their realization is proceeding. 

Guidelines for improving the country’s public health services are 
currently under nationwide discussion. When the discussion is over, 
the guidelines will be submitted to thorough examination by the 
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CPSU Central Committee and the government and then by the Su- 
preme Soviet of the USSR. This comprehensive project will require 
vast investments and large-scale effort. We have found the financial 
and material resources for its first stage, which will be carried out in 
the last years of the Twelfth Five-Year-Plan period and during the 
Thirteenth Five-Year-Plan period. 

Intensification of social production suggests a new attitude to ef- 
ficient employment and requires that the labor force be regrouped. 
While working in this direction, we must thoroughly scrutinize how 
the principle of social justice is implemented. The widespread prac- 
tice of equalizing has been one of the prime deformities in the past 
few decades, resulting in the development of attitudes of dependence, 
consumerism and a narrow-minded philosophy of the type: ‘‘It is 
none of our business, let the bosses have the headache.’’ 

This is how the 27th Congress of the CPSU formulated the prob- 
lem of social justice: under socialism, work is the foundation for so- 
cial justice. Only work determines a citizen’s real place in society, 
his social status. And this precludes any manifestation of equalizing. 

Equalizing attitudes crop up from time to time even today. Some 
citizens understood the call for social justice as ‘‘equalizing every- 
one.’’ But society persistently demands that the principle of socialism 
be firmly translated into life. In other words, what we value most is 
a citizen’s contribution to the affairs of the country. We must en- 
courage efficiency in production and the talent of a writer, scientist 
or any other upright and hard-working citizen. On this point we want 
to be perfectly clear: socialism has nothing to do with equalizing. 
Socialism cannot ensure conditions of life and consumption in ac- 
cordance with the principle ‘‘From each according to his ability, to 
each according to his needs.’’ This will be under communism. So- 
cialism has a different criterion for distributing social benefits: ‘‘From 
each according to his ability, to each according to his work.’’ There 
is no exploitation of man by man, no division into rich and poor, 
into millionaires and paupers; all nations are equal among equals; all 
people are guaranteed jobs; we have free secondary and higher ed- 
ucation and free medical services; citizens are well provided for in 
old age. This is the embodiment of social justice under socialism. 

Today, when social justice is the point at issue in our country, 
much is said about benefits and privileges for individuals and groups 
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of individuals. We have benefits and privileges that have been estab- 
lished by the state, and they are granted on the basis of the quantity 
and quality of socially useful work. There are benefits for people in 
the sphere of production and in the sphere of science and culture. 
For instance, we take special care of our eminent scientists, acade- 
micians and writers. Honorary titles are conferred on people for out- 
standing contributions to socialist construction. Thus, Heroes of So- 
cialist Labor, award-winning scientists and cultural personalities enjoy 
certain extra benefits. There are also certain benefits for people in 
various industries and for those working in different regions (above 
all, in the north and remote areas), for servicemen, diplomats, etc. 
I believe this practice is justified, for it is in the interests of society 
as a whole. It, too, is based on the importance and size of a citizen’s 
contribution. 

But if there are privileges which have not been established by the 
state but which some people, abusing their official powers, ‘‘estab- 
lish’’ for themselves, we ban them as unacceptable. 

And there is one more aspect to the issue. Many of our organi- 
zations, institutions and enterprises run services facilities. A public 
catering system operates at large enterprises practically everywhere. 
Besides, in most cases enterprises shoulder the expenditures of main- 
taining public catering organizations. It is done jointly by the man- 
agement and the trade union committee, as a result of which meals 
cost less. 

Our country has an extensive network of medical institutions which 
provide health care services to people at their places of work. It com- 
prises not only outpatient clinics but also holiday homes and after- 
work health-building centers situated near an enterprise or in recre- 
ation zones and health resorts. Many enterprises run their own shops, 
food-ordering services, dress-making establishments, and so on. A 
veritable services sphere of their own, you could say. 

This is true not only of industrial enterprises. For instance, the 
Academy of Sciences, the Writers’ Union or other organizations of 
this kind, have health centers, holiday hotels and summer cottage set- 
tlements. The trade unions (by the way, the richest organizations in 
our country) and Party and Soviets’ organizations also have such ser- 
vices. This situation has developed historically. 

To be sure, the existence of such forms of services can generate, 
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and does generate, problems, especially when the quality of the ser- 
vices provided to the entire population is much lower than at the 
aforesaid organizations and institutions. Such phenomena are natu- 
rally criticized by the working people. These issues should be solved 
in the course of furthering the programs we adopted. 

We will firmly continue the struggle against drinking and alcohol- 
ism. This social evil has been deeply rooted in our society for cen- 
turies and has become a bad habit. Hence it is not easy to combat. 
But society is ripe for a radical tumaround. Alcohol abuse, especially 
in the past two decades, has increased at an alarming rate and threat- 
ens the very future of the nation. The working people constantly re- 
mind us of the need to intensify our efforts to combat this evil. Some 
even demand prohibition countrywide. But we realize that it is inex- 
pedient to introduce prohibition on a state scale. And we reply: if 
you want, introduce prohibition in your family, area or district. In 
thousands of villages and settlements the working people have de- 
cided at general meetings to end the sale and use of alcoholic bev- 
erages. The campaign continues. The per capita consumption of al- 
cohol has dropped by half over the past two years. However, 


moonshining has gone up. It is impossible to resolve this issue by 
administrative measures alone. The most reliable way to get rid of 
such an evil as alcoholism is to develop the sphere of recreation, 
physical fitness, sport and mass cultural activities, and to further de- 
mocratize the life of society as a whole. 


Iti ALONG THE ROAD OF DEMOCRATIZATION 


Our Main Reserve 


One of the prime political tasks of the restructuring effort, if not the 
main one, is to revive and consolidate in the Soviet people a sense 
of responsibility for the country’s destiny. A certain alienation, caused 
by weakened ties between state and economic bodies, work collec- 
tives and rank-and-file workers, and by the underestimation of their 
role in the development of socialist society, still has a disturbing ef- 
fect. 

The human factor in the broadest sense is our main priority. We 
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are doing all in our power to bring it into play, above all by en- 
hancing the social thrust of all our plans. All I want to add is that 
we are working for a balance between two aspects—the economy and 
the social sphere. If the interests of this sphere are disregarded for 
the sake of economic development rates alone, interest in the results 
of labor is lost. This affects labor productivity and undermines the 
economy. On the other hand, the social sphere must not be built in 
such a way that the base is eroded, since then the very possibility 
for dynamic social development is undermined. Therefore, we have 
to find the golden mean that would make for harmonious socio-eco- 
nomic development. The correlation between these two aspects is not 
static; it is constantly changing. Today the social policy is being ad- 
vanced to the forefront. 

The moral aspect is of tremendous importance. If we do not ef- 
fectively revive socialist values and a socialist atmosphere in our work 
collectives and in society as a whole, we will fail to carry through 
the restructuring drive. We can propose the right policies and effec- 
tive mechanisms, but we won’t accomplish anything if society does 
not improve through consolidation of the moral values of socialism, 
above all social justice, distribution according to labor input, uniform 
discipline, laws, rules and requirements for all. 

We are also activating the human factor by improving the system 
of management, its mechanism. What is cost accounting in these 
terms? It is not only the rights of a work collective, but also its re- 
sponsibility. If we say that you will live the way you work, it means 
we give the people the responsibility for their own future. A work 
collective naturally develops a reciprocal desire to have the right to 
run their enterprise and working process, the results of which deter- 
mine the collective’s incomes and life. Here, too, we have two sides 
of one process. In other words, cost accounting is linked with self- 
management, with the autonomy of work collectives. 

We are taking a new view of the correlation between one-man 
management and the participation of work collectives in handling 
production tasks. This is a topical issue. There will be no progress 
without workers’ involvement in management through the corte- 
sponding mechanisms—at the work team, factory shop, plant and in- 
tegrated works level. Furthermore, a work collective must have the 
right to elect its manager. And the latter receives the nght to one- 
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man rule on behalf of the collective, uniting everybody by his will- 
power. 

Elections of economic managers are direct democracy in action. 
Initially people were frightened by this, claiming that we had gone 
too far, that things could come to a bad end. But those who reason 
that way forget the main point, that common sense always prevails. 
Group interests, a practice of covering up for one another, will some- 
where make themselves felt. But basically everyone wants his work 
team, factory shop, enterprise, collective or state farm to be headed 
by dependable, intelligent managers capable of leadership, of open- 
ing up vistas for improving production and life. Our people under- 
stand this, and they certainly do not need weak management. They 
need people who are talented, considerate, yet demanding in a fair 
way. 

People want to see changed attitudes on the part of the plant man- 
ager, shop superintendent and foreman. People expect a moral ex- 
ample and they expect it particularly from their superiors. There are 
several such examples. Where there is a good manager, there is suc- 
cess. He takes care of people. Everyone wants to talk with him. He 
need not raise his voice in giving out orders. He may look quite or- 
dinary, but he sees and can explain everything. It is now extremely 
important to be able to explain the situation. People will agree to wait 
if they see why some of their demands cannot be satisfied fully right 
away. 

We are also invigorating the human factor with the aid of more 
democratic procedures, better ideological work and a healthier moral 
climate in society. Far from everyone has come to fully realize the 
crucial character of the times. Much effort is required if perestroika 
is to win over those who are still sizing it up or are well suited by 
today’s state of affairs. 

The many routine notions cannot be removed in one stroke. Psy- 
chological habits that have become ingrained over the years cannot 
be abolished by any decree, even the most formidable. Regrettably, 
we have yet to fully rid ourselves of outdated forms of working with 
people, forms which are linked with our tendency towards ideologi- 
cal campaigns and grandiloquent twaddle. A lengthy, intense struggle 
is needed here, a struggle against red tape, unwarranted splendor, ab- 
stract slogans, and recurrences of pompous ostentation. The impor- 
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tant thing is not to yield to illusions of wellbeing, not to allow 
bureaucratism and formalism to constrain the life-giving sources of 
the people’s initiative. 

In my talks with people in the street or at the workplace I con- 
stantly hear: ‘Everybody supports perestroika here.’’ I am convinced 
of the sincerity and faimess of these words, yet I repiy every time 
that the most important thing right now is to talk less about pere- 
stroika and do more for it. What is needed is greater order, greater 
conscientiousness, greater respect for one another and greater hon- 
esty. We should follow the dictates of conscience. It is a good thing 
that people understand this. What is more, they accept it with their 
minds and hearts. This is very important. There is a policy, there is 
a government that is fighting for this policy, and there are people that 
support it. This is the most important thing. Everything else will work 
out; the restructuring campaign will make headway and yield results. 
The chief impression I get from personal meetings with the Soviet 
people is how deeply they have sensed the political and moral mean- 
ing of perestroika. 


Observance of Law—An Indispensable Element 
in Democratization 


Observance of law is a matter of principle for us and we have taken 
a broad and principled view of the issue. There can be no observance 
of law without democracy. At the same time, democracy cannot exist 
and develop without the rule of law, because law is designed to pro- 
tect society from abuses of power and guarantee citizens and their 
organizations and work collectives their rights and freedoms. This is 
the reason why we have taken a firm stand on the issue. And we 
know from our own experience what happens when there are devia- 
tions from these principles. 

From the very beginning of Soviet rule Lenin and the Party at- 
tached paramount importance to the maintenance and consolidation of 
law. This is only natural, because the political reality of the emerg- 
ing new society required this: we had to consolidate the new system 
of government, abolish private ownership of the means of produc- 
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tion, nationalize the land, give working people control of production, 
and protect the interests of workers and peasants from counter-rev- 
olution. All that had to be justified and formalized in laws. Other- 
wise the revolutionary process would have faced chaos and it would 
have been impossible to consolidate our acquisitions, ensure the nor- 
mal functioning of the Soviet system of government and establish new 
principles in public life. 

That purpose was fulfilled by the Soviet government decrees. From 
the very start they proclaimed legitimacy as a fundamental principle 
guiding the life of society in the Soviet Union and announced the 
task of enlisting the participation of millions of working people in 
running their country and teaching them, as Lenin put it, ‘‘to fight 
for their rights.’” This idea ran through the first Soviet Constitution 
of 1918 and the subsequent resolution ‘‘On the Strict Observance of 
Laws’’ passed by the All-Russia Congress of the Soviets. 

After the Civil War, legislative work was intensified. Its aim was 
legally to codify the socialist transformations. Laws and the work of 
the bodies responsible for the observance of law and for administer- 
ing justice became a major instrument in building a new state and 
legitimizing everything achieved as a result of economic, social, cul- 
tural and other activities. Lenin’s demand that there must be one set 
of laws for the whole of the country and that ‘‘we must not budge 
an inch from our laws’’ was strictly observed. 

However, mention should be made of the period which we call the 
personality cult period. It has affected our laws and their orientation 
and, especially, their observance. The emphasis on strict centraliza- 
tion, administration by injunction, and the existence of a great num- 
ber of administrative instructions and restrictions belittled the role of 
law. At some stage this led to arbitrary rule and the reign of law- 
lessness, which had nothing to do with the principles of socialism or 
the provisions of the 1936 Constitution. Stalin and his close associ- 
ates are responsible for those methods of governing the country. Any 
attempts to justify that lawlessness by political needs, international 
tension or alleged exacerbation of class struggle in the country are 
wrong. Violations of law had tragic consequences which we still can- 
not forget or forgive. The 20th Party Congress made a very harsh 
assessment of that period. 

This found reflection in legislation. Democratic principles were re- 
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stored, law and order consolidated and codification of legislation car- 
ried out. Nationwide discussion of draft laws and other important 
questions began to be practiced. In the past quarter century millions 
of people have taken part in the discussion of about thirty major na- 
tional draft laws. They expressed their opinion on the latter, and sug- 
gested amendments and additions. 

However, a subsequent period of stagnation was also linked with 
weakening law enforcement. Elements of arbitrary conduct and vio- 
lation of law appeared again, including on the part of some leaders. 
Courts, procurators’ offices, and other bodies called upon to protect 
public order and combat abuses were often ruled by circumstances, 
and found themselves in a dependent position and forfeited their prin- 
cipled stand in the struggle against law violators. Cases of corruption 
became more frequent in the law-enforcement machinery itself. 

Now that we have launched perestroika, and have resolved to do 
away with the negative phenomena of the past and to give a fresh 
impetus to the development of socialist democracy, we have seen the 
need for far-reaching transformation both in the sphere of our legis- 
lation, and in the perfection of socialist legality as a whole. This need 
was also highlighted by radical changes in the mechanism of eco- 
nomic management and social development. This is part and parcel 
of the democratization of all aspects of our society. The measures 
which we are adopting in the field of legislation and law are becom- 
ing a support in the restructuring process. We are doing this work in 
the context of reforms in the economic, social and cultural spheres, 
considering the wishes of the working people, and the results of pub- 
lic opinion polls. 

Perestroika requires greater organization in society, and conscious 
discipline of citizens. I’ll put it this way: the deeper the restructur- 
ing, the more strictly and consistently the principles of socialism 
should be implemented, and the rules of life of socialist society cod- 
ified in its Constitution and laws observed. 

Perestroika sets higher demands as to the very content of legisla- 
tive acts. Law should resolutely protect the interests of society, pro- 
hibiting what may prejudice national interests. This is an axiom. But, 
setting up this rigid framework, law is also called upon to make room 
for the initiative of citizens, work collectives and their organizations. 
Activity and initiative developing within the framework of law should 
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be given every support and encouragement. We have lost too much 
trying to list all rights of enterprises in different instructions. In fact, 
it was implied that any undertaking which went beyond these instruc- 
tions should have been treated as unacceptable. Meanwhile, experi- 
ence has demonstrated that what we need is not a total legislative 
regulaticn of diversified phenomena of social life, but sound ratio- 
nality, and constant fostering of and support for the worker, work- 
force, and all forms of popular initiative. Let’s strictly observe the 
principle: everything which is not prohibited by law is allowed. 

A whole series of important legislative acts have already been 
adopted in the course of perestroika. They include the Law on the 
State Enterprise (Association), laws on changing the system of run- 
ning the agro-industrial complex', on the school reform, individual 
labor, on combatting illicit incomes, alcoholism and drug-addiction. 
Laws to improve public health and environmental protection, and to 
enhance care for mothers and children have been issued. 

We are paying special attention to consolidating the guarantees of 
the rights and freedoms of Soviet people. Decrees of the Presidium 
of the USSR Supreme Soviet make suppression of criticism punish- 
able by law, and establish a procedure for compensation for damage 
caused to citizens by unlawful actions of government and public bod- 
ies and officials. A law on the procedure to be followed when ap- 
pealing in court against illegal actions by officials which have im- 
paired the rights of citizens has been adopted. A practice for 
subjecting important questions of political life to nationwide discus- 
sion has also now been legally sealed in a law adopted by the USSR 
Supreme Soviet in June 1987. 

At the same time we realize that the restructuring will continue to 
demand more and more new steps in the sphere of legislation, law 
and order. Total codification of legislation is coming on the agenda: 
this should settle such modem tasks as enhancing economic effi- 
ciency, pursuing a strong social policy, revealing the potential of all 
institutions of socialist democracy; in other words, it should pave the 
way to self-government by the people. 

Considerable changes are to be introduced into election legislation. 


' The Agro-Industrial Complex of the USSR (AIC) is a structural unit of the national 
economy, incorporating branches engaged in the production of agricultural products and 
their processing, transportation, storage and sale. 
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The experiments during the election campaign of June 1987 have en- 
abled more accurate determination of just how to tackle this rather 
complicated problem. Work is now under way on legislative forms 
linked with restructuring the system of managing the national econ- 
omy, and with a higher role for local bodies of state authority and 
administration. The scope of the work is very great, considering that 
about 30,000 national normative acts are operating in our economy. 
Many of these require substantial changes, and quite often simply ab- 
rogation. Thousands have already been canceled following the intro- 
duction of the Law on the State Enterprise. 

After recent congresses, the trade unions and the Komsomol' made 
proposals to elaborate draft laws on organized labor and youth. Prep- 
arations are under way for draft laws on labor, on cooperative activ- 
ities, on expanding the range of questions decided at work collective 
meetings, on the size of pensions for workers, administrative staff and 
collective farmers, and on product quality standards. 

We shall have to work a great deal on changes to our Criminal Code. 
It should also be closely tailored to the current stage of Soviet society’s 
maturity. Perfection of this important part of our work in the field of 
legislation and law will take place in the context of the tremendous 
transformation linked with the restructuring and democratization. 

It is especially important to enhance the role of courts as an elective 
body very close to the population, to guarantee the independence of 
judges, and to observe most strictly democratic principles in legal pro- 
ceedings, objectiveness, contested election, and openness. The same 
goals are being served by the measures recently taken to enhance the 
supervision by the procurator’s office over strict and uniform observ- 
ance of laws, to expand the functions of State Arbitration in settling 
economic disputes, to adjust judicial services in the national economy, 
and to develop judicial education for the public. 

In other words, work on a tremendous scale beckons, the goal 
being to consolidate the legal foundations of socialism. Law and le- 
gality are not just concomitants in the deepening of our democracy 
and acceleration of social progress. These are working instruments in 
the restructuring and a reliable guarantee of it being irreversible. 


' The Komsomol is the All-Union Leninist Young Communist League (YCL), a self- 
active public organization of Soviet youth which was founded in 1918. 
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Perestroika and the Soviets 


Now that perestroika is under way and democracy is being devel- 
oped, a new dimension has been added to the questions of combining 
the Party’s political leadership with the role of state agencies, trade 
unions and other public organizations. For example, consider our So- 
viets. Perestroika has forced us to make it clear what role they should 
play in the ongoing reform. There can be no democratization of so- 
ciety while the Soviets are not involved in the process and their sta- 
tus and activity are not exposed to revolutionary transformations. 

The Soviets in Russia are a phenomenon unique in the history of 
world politics. They are the fruit of direct, creative participation by 
the working people. Few people in the West, perhaps, know that the 
very idea of the Soviets, soon followed by the first steps in organiz- 
ing them, was conceived long before the October 1917 Revolution— 
in 1905. Following the February 1917 Revolution that toppled the 
tsarist administration, the Soviets developed into bodies of power 
throughout Russia, though with limited powers as they coexisted with 
the Provisional Government. Naturally, they formed the political ba- 
sis for the new republic that emerged in October 1917. Our country 
was henceforth called the Soviet Republic. 

If there had been no Soviets, we would not have won the Civil 
War. If there had been no Soviets, we would not have succeeded in 
rallying millions of people, notably workers and peasants, in so vast 
a country. If there had been no Soviets, nothing would have come 
of the New Economic Policy.” Their real powers lay in the fact that, 


' The Provisional Government was the central body of bourgeois-landowner power in 
Russia, formed after the February Revolution. It existed from 2(15) March to 25 October 
(7 November) 1917. 

2 The New Economic Policy (NEP) was an economic policy worked out by Lenin and 
launched in 1921. Its chief content: to replace the ‘‘prodrazvyorstka,’’ or requisitioning 
of food from the peasants for the needs of the cities and the army during the Civil War 
and when the very existence of the Soviet state was under a deadly threat, with a ‘‘tax 
in kind,’’ whereby a peasant paid a definite share of his output in tax. NEP’s immediate 
aim was exchanges between town and country, on the basis of commodity-money re- 
lations, thus quickly normalizing production and the food situation in the country. 
Concessions were to be given to foreign firms, but this aspect did not gain development. 
Private enterprise in small-scale production and retail sales was also allowed. Enterprises 
were switching over to the cost-accounting system. NEP was conceived as a transitional, 
but relatively long period, during which a socialist transformation of society was grad- 
ually prepared and began to be effected. 
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once created by the masses, they expressed and safeguarded working 
people’s interests. The underlying feature and the secret of their rapid, 
even spontaneous spread throughout the country was in the fact that 
they made decisions and implemented them on their own while being 
in the focus of the public eye, under open control of all those whom 
their moves might concem. It was a unique and efficient way to com- 
bine direct democracy and representative democracy. 

However, when the command-economy system of management 
was propelled into existence, the Soviets were somehow pushed back. 
Quite a few issues were resolved without their participation, or just 
left undecided to grow into problems. This lessened the prestige of 
the Soviets. From that moment the development of socialist democ- 
racy began to slow down. Signs appeared that the working people 
were being alienated from their constitutional right to have direct in- 
volvement in the affairs of state. As a result, the principle of the so- 
cialist revolution—that power must not only be for working people 
but also be wielded by working people—was gravely impaired. 

It must be confessed that under these conditions many economic 
managers began treating legitimate demands and recommendations of 
the Soviets without due respect. Everybody seemed to understand— 
and nobody officially denied it—that local Soviets must be fully in 
charge of their respective territories in all issues concerning devel- 
opment and should meet the everyday needs of the people. But the 
real capabilities of the Soviets, as compared to those of economic 
agencies, did not let them fulfil those functions. The directors and 
the managerial staff of many enterprises, particularly big ones, could 
afford to ignore persistent and fair demands from the Soviets to build 
housing, air and water purifying facilities, promote social and cul- 
tural programs, develop public transport networks, provide better 
comforts in their areas, etc. 

It cannot be said that the working people and Party agencies were 
totally unconcerned. Attempts were made to remedy the situation and 
change the existing order. But these attempts were too weak, due not 
so much to objective as subjective reasons. In the past fifteen years 
fourteen resolutions were adopted on improving the activity of the So- 
viets. Good though these resolutions were, the issue never got off the 
ground, because the economic, political and ideological environment 
of the braking mechanism fully resisted a greater role for the Soviets, 
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which were basically the bodies incamating broad democracy and open- 
ness. 

We can well see now that as a result of the propagation of com- 
mand-economy methods of management and supervision, whereby 
bureaucratic attitudes prevailed in many areas of public and govern- 
ment work, we have underused the capabilities of the Soviets to ben- 
efit the people. The dwindling role of the Soviets gave rise to what 
we see as a replacement of the functions and activities of government 
and administrative agencies by those of Party agencies. 

For its part, ‘‘substitution’’ of the Soviets by Party agencies 
strongly influenced the Party political work. As Party officials di- 
rected their efforts toward economic affairs and management, cadres 
were recruited from among competent professionals, though often un- 
skilled and inexperienced in matters of leadership. In short, a fault 
appeared in the functioning of the democratic machinery that owed 
its life to our socialist revolution. 

So, in the course of the continuing drive for restructuring, we faced 
a formidable task—the need to restore completely the role of the Soviets 
as bodies of political power and as the foundation of socialist democ- 
racy. We are now renewing in full measure the prestige and powers of 
the Soviets, creating prerequisites for fully-fledged, efficient and cre- 
ative work by them under the conditions of perestroika. 

The January 1987 Plenary Meeting called on Party committees to 
keep strictly to the line of enhancing the role of the Soviets, avoiding 
interference in their affairs. It is also important that the heads and 
staffs of the Soviets should work with full vigor to eradicate inertia 
and overcome their habit of always looking to someone else and 
waiting for orders from above. The newly-adopted laws on the role 
of the Soviets at the restructuring stage encourage democratic atti- 
tudes by the Soviets and their executive bodies as they act. The pivot 
of their activities should be their closer link with the people. The new 
decisions let the Soviets arrange their work in such a way as to be- 
come the true bodies of popular government. They have been vested 
with extensive rights to coordinate and exercise control over the ac- 
tivity of all enterprises and organizations in their respective areas. 

These are but the first few steps in restoring the revolutionary, 
democratic nature of the Soviets. The forthcoming All-Union Party 
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Conference! is to consider and adopt appropriate resolutions on re- 
finement of the electoral system and the work of the Soviets at all 
levels. Preparations for putting forward these proposals are well ad- 
vanced. It is too early yet to evaluate them, but their chief impor- 
tance is clear—they are aimed at furthering Soviet democracy. 


The New Role of Trade Unions 


What our country is undertaking and the issues it is tackling implies 
a re-evaluation of the role of trade unions in social affairs. 

It should be said first and foremost that our unions are a formidable 
force. No labor law can be drafted unless endorsed by the All-Union 
Central Council of Trade Unions.” On all questions concerning labor 
laws, their enforcement and the safeguarding of the working people’s 
tights the trade unions have the final say. If a manager fires a worker 
without asking the union for approval, a court of law automatically 
makes the decision invalid without any deliberation, inasmuch as the 
trade union has not been consulted for its opinion. No economic de- 
velopment plan, for one year or five years, is submitted to the Supreme 
Soviet unless approved by the trade unions. When the plans are in the 
making, the trade unions participate as well at all levels. 

Social insurance, the running of sanatoriums and recreation resorts, 
tourism, physical training and sports, and the rest and recreation of 
children are all the responsibility of the trade unions. Consequently, 
they wield real power. But, alas, over the past few years there has 
been less trade union activity. On some issues, they have yielded their 
prerogatives to economic managers, while not enjoying some rights 
effectively enough. 

So, having set about restructuring, we saw that the work of the 
trade unions could not be termed satisfactory. During my trip to the 
Kuban region, I reproached trade union leaders for pandering to man- 
agers, sometimes going so far as dancing to their tune. I asked them 


' The 19th All-Union CPSU Conference by decision of the June 1987 Plenary Meeting 
of the CPSU Central Committee will be convened on 28 June 1988, in Moscow. 

2 The All-Union Central Council of Trade Unions (AUCCTU) is the governing body 
of the Soviet trade unions in between their congresses. 
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whether it was not high time they took a position of principle, and 
stood up for working people? 

The new role of the trade unions in conditions of perestroika should 
consist primarily of giving a stronger social orientation to economic 
decisions, offsetting technocratic encroachments which have become 
widespread in the economy in the last few years. This means that the 
trade unions should be more active in elaborating the social sections 
of economic plans, and, if need be, setting forth and upholding their 
own alternative proposals. 

Trade union committees should have teeth, and not be convenient 
partners for management. Bad working conditions at some enter- 
prises, a poor health service, substandard locker rooms—trade union 
organizations seem to have got used to all this. But Soviet trade 
unions have the right to monitor managerial compliance with labor 
contracts, the right to criticize management, and even the right to de- 
mand that a director who fails to comply with the legitimate interests 
of the working people be removed from office. 

It would be wrong to think that under socialism the working people 
do not need any protection. They should be protected even more, for 
socialism is a system for the working people. Hence the tremendous 
responsibility of the trade unions. All Soviet society is vitally interested 
in more vigorous work being undertaken by the trade unions. 


Young People and Perestroika 


Soviet young people offer enormous potential for the restructuring ef- 
fort. It is the younger generation who will live and work in the re- 
molded society. So naturally the organization of young people’s work, 
studies and leisure is becoming a priority. Young people are search- 
ing for their place in the world. This is a difficult period in a per- 
son’s life. It is a formative one as regards his family, occupational 
skills and political and civic views. He is coming into his own as an 
individual. For this reason a maximum amount of attention has to be 
paid to the young and the Komsomol (Young Communist League). 

We have arranged things so that not a single important youth prob- 
lem is tackled without the Komsomol’s opinion being taken into con- 
sideration. This does not mean that we are pandering to the Kom- 
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somol. Not at all. We have to enhance its responsibility substantially. 
Nothing makes so effective an impact on the formation of the younger 
generation and its ability to take the country’s present and future into 
its hands as trust, as involvement of the young in the real political 
and economic process. Patting young people on the back, talking 
down to them or playing up to them would not produce the desired 
results. The Komsomol and young people have to be given an op- 
portunity to really show their worth. The young have to be free of 
petty guardianship and supervision; we should teach them by placing 
responsibility on them and by trusting them in real endeavors. 

The January 1987 Plenary Meeting of the Central Committee called 
upon Party leaders to pay greater attention to the labor, ideological 
and moral steeling of young people. A didactic tone and regimenta- 
tion are intolerable in work with young people. Whatever the rea- 
sons—distrust of the maturity of young people’s aspirations and ac- 
tions, elementary overcautiousness, a desire to make things easy for 
one’s children—we cannot agree with such a stand. There are two 
prime areas in the life and work of the young. First, they have to 
master the entire arsenal of the ways to democracy and autonomy and 
breathe their youthful energy into democratization at all levels, and 
to be active in social endeavors. Acceleration and any progress at all 
are impossible without it. Each young person has to feel that he is 
involved in everything that is going on in the country. Second, the 
younger generation must be prepared to participate in the extensive 
modemization of our economy, above all through computerization and 
the introduction of new technologies and materials. Intellectual re- 
newal and enrichment of society are what we expect of the young. 

Young people are facing complex social problems. Many officials 
often call on them to go and work, say, at construction sites, but 
immediately forget about them when it comes to social questions. 
This is not the way to act. We support the idea of a youth law which 
would not repeat general propositions concerning all Soviet citizens 
but deal with the specific problems, rights and duties of youth. Such 
a law should define in more concrete terms the spheres of interaction 
between the Komsomol and state bodies, trade unions and other or- 
ganizations as far as the work, studies, everyday life and leisure of 
young people are concerned. The law should enhance the responsi- 
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bility of ministries and government departments for the solution of 
problems concerning the young. 

The Komsomol Congress’ which took place in 1987 has aroused 
a broad response nationwide. It has demonstrated that the Komsomol 
members are aware of their responsibility towards our country and 
people and are eager to take an active part in the process of social 
renovation. I liked the demanding atmosphere at the Congress. I have 
probably never experienced such a great desire to take part in a dis- 
cussion as at that congress. There was live contact with a sympa- 
thetic audience which charged everybody with its energy. 

There is every ground to believe that our young people whole- 
heartedly welcome the revolutionary changes, which have been started 
in the country, and that they are ready to promote them with their 
youthful energy and passionate dedication. 


Women and the Family 


Today it is imperative for the country to more actively involve 
women in the management of the economy, in cultural development 
and public life. For this purpose women’s councils have been set up 
throughout the country. 

The January Plenary Meeting also raised the question of promoting 
more women to administrative posts, especially since millions of 
women work in health care, education, culture and science. Many 
women are also employed in the consumer, trade and service indus- 
tries as well. 

The extent of women’s emancipation is often viewed as a yardstick 
to be used in judging the social and political level of a society. The 
Soviet state put an end to the discrimination against women so typ- 
ical of tsarist Russia with determination and without compromise. 
Women gained a legally-guaranteed social status equal with men. We 
are proud of what the Soviet government has given women: the same 
right to work as men, equal pay for equal work, and social security. 
Women have been given every opportunity to get an education, to 


' The 20th Congress of the Komsomol was held in April 1987. 
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have a career, and to participate in social and political activities. 
Without the contribution and selfless work of women, we would not 
have built a new society nor won the war against fascism. 

But over the years of our difficult and heroic history, we failed to 
pay attention to women’s specific rights and needs arising from their 
role as mother and home-maker, and their indispensable educational 
function as regards children. Engaged in scientific research, working 
on construction sites, in production and in the services, and involved 
in creative activities, women no longer have enough time to perform 
their everyday duties at home—housework, the upbringing of chil- 
dren and the creation of a good family atmosphere. We have dis- 
covered that many of our problems—in children’s and young people’s 
behavior, in our morals, culture and in production—are partially 
caused by the weakening of family ties and slack attitude to family 
responsibilities. This is a paradoxical result of our sincere and polit- 
ically justified desire to make women equal with men in everything. 
Now, in the course of perestroika, we have begun to overcome this 
shortcoming. That is why we are now holding heated debates in the 
press, in public organizations, at work and at home, about the ques- 
tion of what we should do to make it possible for women to return 
to their purely womanly mission. 

Another problem is the employment of women in strenuous jobs 
that are hazardous to their health. This is a legacy of the war in 
which we lost huge numbers of men and which left us with an acute 
shortage of labor everywhere, in all spheres of production. We have 
now begun tackling this problem in eamest. 

One of the most urgent social tasks for us—also a major task in 
the anti-alcohol campaign—is to improve the health of the family and 
enhance its role in society. We expect women’s councils to be very 
active and take the initiative. They are just getting off the ground and 
can accomplish a great deal, for no other organization is so closely 
involved in private life and women’s problems as they are. 

Further democratization of society, which is the pivot and guar- 

antor of perestroika, is impossible without enhancing the role of 
women, without women’s active and specific involvement, and with- 
out their commitment to all our reforming efforts. I am convinced 
that women’s role in our society will steadily grow. 
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The Union of Socialist Nations—A Unique Formation 


We live in a multinational country. This is a factor of its might rather 
than of its weakness or disintegration. Tsarist Russia was called a 
prison of nations. The Revolution and socialism have done away with 
national oppression and inequality, and ensured economic, intellec- 
tual and cultural progress for all nations and nationalities. Formerly 
backward nations have acquired an advanced industry, and a modern 
social structure. They have risen to the level of modern culture, al- 
though some of them previously did not even have alphabets of their 
own. Every unbiased person is bound to acknowledge the fact that 
our Party has carried out a tremendous amount of work and has 
transformed the situation. Its results have enriched Soviet society, and 
world civilization in general. 

All the nations and nationalities who inhabit our country made a 
contribution to the formation and development of our socialist home- 
land. Together they defended its freedom, independence, and its rev- 
olutionary gains against the invasions of its enemies. If the nation- 
ality question had not been solved in principle, the Soviet Union 
would never have had the social, cultural, economic and defense po- 
tential as it has now. Our state would not have survived if the re- 
publics had not formed a community based on brotherhood and co- 
operation, respect and mutual assistance. 

All this does not mean, however, that national processes are prob- 
lem-free. Contradictions are typical of any development, and they oc- 
cur here as well. Regrettably, we used to stress our really consid- 
erable achievements in the solution of the nationality problem, and 
assessed the situation in high-flown terms. But this is real life with 
all its diversity and all its difficulties. 

The dialectics look like this: the growth of educational and cultural 
standards, alongside modernization of the economy, leads to the 
emergence of an intelligentsia in every nation; the growth of national 
self-consciousness and the growth of a nation’s natural interest in its 
historical roots. This is wonderful. This was the aspiration of the rev- 
olutionaries of different nationalities who prepared our revolution, and 
who set out to build a new society on the ruins of the tsarist empire. 
It sometimes happens that in the process a certain section of people 
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descend to nationalism. Narrow nationalist views, national rivalry and 
arrogance emerge. 

But this is not the whole point. Still more important are the changes 
taking place in a society where one generation is replaced by others, 
and each of them should learn to live in a multi-ethnic state. This 
does not always come easily. Socialism, which has helped each na- 
tion to spread its wings, has all the conditions for solving nationality 
problems on the basis of equality and cooperation. It is important to 
act in the spirit of socialist principles, remembering that often the new 
generations do not even know how their nations have reached such 
heights. Nobody has told them of how internationalism has been 
working to their benefit, and for how many years. 

Against the background of national strife, which has not spared 
even the world’s most advanced countries, the USSR represents a 
truly unique example in the history of human civilization. These are 
the fruits of the nationality policy launched by Lenin. But how dif- 
ficult it was at the start, how incredibly arduous were the first steps 
in building a harmonious multi-ethnic state. The Russian nation 
played an outstanding role in the solution of the nationality question. 
Many people passed through a. kind of renaissance or enlightenment 
under the Leninist nationality policy and in a very short period of 
time. And when someone responds to this with nationalist arrogance, 
withdraws into himself, and tries to pass his own values as being ab- 
solute, this is unfair, and cannot be accepted. This always becomes 
the subject of lively and thorough debates in Soviet society. 

Every national culture is a treasure which cannot be lost. But a 
sound interest in everything valuable which each national culture has 
should not degenerate into attempts to shut off from the objective 
processes of interaction and rapprochement. It is also dangerous when 
the attitude of representatives of one nationality toward those of an- 
other betrays a lack of respect. I spent many years in the Northen 
Caucasus, a region inhabited by a host of nationalities. Not only is 
every town, settlement, or mountain village there inhabited by people 
of different nationalities, but so, too, is the entire region. The history 
of the Northem Caucasus contains several gloomy pages, but in the 
years of Soviet government the situation has radically altered. I would 
not idealize it, but relations between the nationalities who inhabit that 
multi-ethnic region are characterized by a respectful attitude, coop- 
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eration, rapprochement and cohesion. I know from my own experi- 
ence that highlanders are very responsive to friendship, but at the 
same time very sensitive to any display of arrogance toward them. I 
can recall that the Karachai-Cherkess autonomous region—part of the 
Stavropol Territory—is populated by Karachais, Cherkess, Russians, 
Abazins, Nogais, Ossetians, Greeks and representatives of other na- 
tionalities, and that they all live in harmony with one another. This 
is so because equality and a fair approach to the solution of all prob- 
lems form the foundation of their life. Where these principles have 
at times been departed from, the price has always been high. The 
cultures of all nationalities are being preserved and developed within 
this small autonomous region. Their traditions are being taken care 
of, and literature is being published in their native languages. This 
does not set them apart, bringing them, rather, closer together. It is 
not enough to proclaim equality of nations. It is necessary to ensure 
that all ethnic groups should know a meaningful lifestyle. 

I'd like to say once again that if negative phenomena emerge in 
this highly sensitive sphere of human relations, they emerge not just 
by themselves, but as a consequence of red tape, and lack of atten- 
tion to people’s lawful nghts. There is sometimes heated debate on 
the development of ethnic languages in this country. What can be said 
on this score? Even the smallest ethnicity cannot be denied the right 
to its own mother-tongue. After all, this is human culture in today’s 
diversity, with its numerous languages, attire, rituals and manifesta- 
tions. This is our common wealth. How can it be ignored? How can 
one allow it to be underrated? 

But at the same time, in our vast multi-ethnic country we cannot 
do without a common means of communication. The Russian lan- 
guage has naturally come to fulfil this role. Everybody needs this 
language, and history itself has determined that the objective process 
of communication develops on the basis of the language of the big- 
gest nation. For example, though representatives of many ethnic 
groups came together in the United States, English became their 
common language. Apparently, this was a natural choice. One can 
imagine what would have happened if members of each nation mov- 
ing to the US had spoken only their own tongues and refused to leam 
English! The same applies to this country, where the Russian people 
have proven by their entire history that they have a tremendous po- 
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tential for internationalism, respect and good will to all other peo- 
ples. Experience has shown that two languages should be studied 
(apart from a foreign one)—one’s mother-tongue and Russian—so as 
to communicate with others. 

Any attempts to fuel passions on ethnic grounds can only compli- 
cate a search for reasonable solutions. We are not going to shun this 
or other problems which may crop up. We shall tackle them in the 
framework of the democratic process, consolidating our internation- 
alist community of nations. 

Lenin taught us to display extreme caution and tact in the nation- 
ality issue. There cannot and should not be any stereotyped patterns 
here. One thing is clear: when the fundamental interests of nations 
converge, when the principle of equality in everything forms the 
backbone of relations between peoples—and this is exactly how it is 
in Soviet society—then any emerging problems and misunderstand- 
ings can be settled, even in difficult situations. Of course, there are 
quite a few people in the West and, for that matter, in the East, who 
would like to undermine the friendship and cohesion of the peoples 
of the Soviet Union. But this is an entirely different matter and here 
Soviet law stands on guard, protecting the accomplishments of Len- 
inist nationality policy. 

Proceeding from these positions, we shall remain firmly committed 
to our principles. National feelings of people should be respected, and 
cannot be ignored. But speculating on them amounts to political ir- 
responsibility, if not a crime. It is a tradition of our Party to combat 
any manifestations of nationalist narrow-mindedness and chauvinism, 
parochialism, Zionism, and anti-Semitism, in whatever forms they 
may be expressed. We remain committed to this tradition. Our entire 
experience shows that nationalist attitudes can be effectively coun- 
tered by consistent internationalism, by internationalist education. 

Meeting people during my tours of republics and national regions 
of the Soviet Union, I see for myself over and over again that they 
appreciate and take pride in the fact that their nations belong to one 
big international family, that they are part and parcel of a vast and 
great power which plays such an important role in mankind’s prog- 
tess. This is exactly what Soviet patriotism is all about. We shall 
continue to strengthen the union and fraternity of free nations in a 
free country. 
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Prestige and Trust 


Perestroika has embraced all spheres of society. The process of per- 
estroika is developing by solving problems and overcoming difficul- 
ties. The Party acts as the initiator and generator of ideas, the or- 
ganizer and guiding force and, I would say, the guarantor of 
perestroika in the interests of consolidating socialism, in the interests 
of the working people. The Party has assumed a truly historic re- 
sponsibility. In 1917, Lenin said: ‘‘Having started a revolution we 
must go all the way.’’ The same is true for perestroika: the Party 
will go all the way. 

The prestige of and trust in the Party have been growing. Al- 
though we are still at a stage of transition from one qualitative state 
to another, the Party bodies are trying not to assume the duties of 
economic and administrative organizations. This is far from easy: it 
seems such a well-trodden path—exert Party pressure and the plan is 
fulfilled! But the Party’s goal is different: above all, to theoretically 
analyze processes, to sense critical points in the development of 
contradictions in time, to introduce corrections into strategy and tac- 
tics, to elaborate policy and define methods and forms for its real- 
ization, to select and place personnel, and to provide for perestroika 
both organizationally and ideologically. Only the Party could do all 
this. 

Management and economic matters are the job of the government 
and other organizations that are responsible for these matters. This 
approach did not appear out of the blue; it was prompted by expe- 
rience. The Party must do its job. And all others must do theirs. 
When this doesn’t happen, Party guidance, ideological work and work 
with the cadres prove inadequate. 

Our society has developed historically in such a way that every- 
thing taking place within the Party finds reflection in our country’s 
life. Official opposition does not exist in our country. This places 
even greater responsibility on the CPSU as the ruling party. That is 
why we regard the further development of intra-Party democracy, the 
strengthening of the principles of collective leadership in work, and 
broader openness in the Party, too, as a top priority. The Central 
Committee demands that the people elected to high posts be modest, 
decent, honest, and intolerant of flattery and toadying. In the Party 
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there can be no one who is beyond criticism or anyone who does not 
have the right to criticize. 

It was clear to us that we had to begin by changing our thinking 
and mentality, the organization, style and methods of work, that we 
had to begin with people, above all, with executives. 

We have with great resolve embarked on a course aimed at sup- 
porting resourceful, thinking and dynamic people capable of self-crit- 
ically appraising a situation, of getting rid of formalism and dogmatic 
approaches in work, and of finding new, unorthodox solutions, peo- 
ple who can and want to move forward boldly and who know how 
to achieve success. Perestroika has given such people a great deal of 
space for their creative activity. 

There is, of course, no need for total restaffing. Nor is that pos- 
sible, in fact. Of course, there can be some changes in personnel at 
top and intermediate levels and at the level of a single enterprise as 
well. We need fresh forces. Indeed, this is already happening. Be- 
sides, there is also a natural process that makes itself known: some 
people have already reached the finishing line in their working life. 
Some are simply no longer strong enough to shoulder the burden of 
a new responsibility. That is understandable, and there is no point in 
being too dramatic about the situation. 

Each period has its own demands, its own advanced people, and 
its own modes of approach. Those who are capable of reorganizing 
themselves and following new ways in political, organizational and 
ideological work will work and will have the support of the working 
people and Party organizations. The bulk of our forces is ready for 
this, if in different ways: some will accept the new demands more 
quickly, others may think twice. In principle, we proceed from the 
assumption that most are capable of resolving the problems of per- 
estroika. And yet we cannot put up with a situation where everything 
continues to be done in the old way, without acceleration, that is, 
without going into higher gear. 

Perestroika calls for competence and high professionalism. We 
cannot do without up-to-date and all-round training, without thorough 
knowledge in the fields of production, science and technology, man- 
agement, economics, in the organization of work and work incen- 
tives, sociology and psychology. In short, we have to bring as much 
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of the nation’s intellectual potential as possible into play, and sub- 
stantially increase its creative efficiency. 

I want to emphasize once again the significance of the Party’s ac- 
tivity in the realm of theory. There is a vast amount of work going 
on here as well. But in this area, too, we are striving for greater de- 
mocracy and we won’t allow a monopoly by a single person or group 
of persons. The Central Committee of the CPSU is calling on all cre- 
ative forces in the Party and society to become involved in this work. 
If we allow everything to come from the center, or, worse still, from 
a single person or group of persons, we would be likely to slip into 
fossilized thinking. That would be a fatal blow to the program of 
perestroika, and, for that matter, to the development of society. The 
history of the CPSU has some sad and bitter lessons in this respect. 
You cannot have the role of social science and the creative forces in 
the Party confined to commenting on the decisions or speeches of 
high-placed individuals. We have chosen a different approach—we 
shall act in keeping with Lenin’s principles and Lenin’s traditions. 


IV THE WEST AND RESTRUCTURING 


We are always interested how perestroika is regarded outside the 
country, in particular in the West. Not because we are just curious, 
but because it is our duty as politicians. We see that the process of 
restructuring is evoking growing interest not only because it is inter- 
esting in itself and because it concerns the fate of a great nation. Re- 
structuring in our society is justly regarded as an event of great in- 
ternational consequence. ‘‘What is happening in the Soviet Union 
concerns the whole world,’’ wrote a West European newspaper. 

I must note first of all that accompanying the genuine interest in 
our perestroika among the vast majority of people around the world 
is optimism and the sincere wish that the changes started in the So- 
viet Union are successful. The world expects much from our pere- 
stroika and is hopeful that it will positively affect the entire course 
of world developments and international relations as a whole. 

As for the official circles and most of the mass media in the West, 
at first there was very little belief in the feasibility of the reforms we 
announced in April 1985. Caustic remarks were abundant: it is a 
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change of teams, they said, and so the new team is hurrying to put 
forward its concepts and programs. It was alleged that Russians were 
emotional people and used to new leaders laying the present short- 
comings at the doors of former leaders, while everything remained 
as before. With time, they said, criticism will fade away and they 
will forget about their new undertakings. 

But this point of view did not last long. It has become starkly clear 
that restructuring is a historical reality and that it is gaining in 
strength. After the January 1987 Plenary Meeting of the CPSU Cen- 
tral Committee it was no longer possible to deny the fact that this 
country has actually entered a period of bold and far-reaching re- 
forms. 

The new motifs became even more pronounced in comments on 
the June 1987 Plenary Meeting of the Central Committee. They 
started admitting that the scale and scope of proposed reforms in eco- 
nomic management surpassed the forecasts of most Sovietologists. We 
see that many in the West did not expect such frank and in-depth 
discussion, such large-scale constructive measures. The epithet ‘‘half- 
way,’” which was used to define our activities up to June, seems to 
have become outmoded when describing the decisions of the June 
Plenary Meeting and the session of the USSR Supreme Soviet. We 
went far beyond the ‘‘chalk circle’? to which the West limited our 
possibilities and intentions. And even before the Plenary Meeting, 
there was a wealth of assertions about ‘‘Gorbachev’s campaign for 
reforms’’ losing momentum. 

Now they are talking about a ‘‘second revolution,’’ about the ir- 
reversible nature of restructuring, about our making a ‘‘fresh leap’’ 
on the basis of newly-established economic and legal reforms. In 
general, they now have the right feel of the importance of the June 
Plenary Meeting for the restructuring process. So it became even 
more necessary to determine an attitude toward restructuring. We are 
criticized for the pace of restructuring. For being too slow by the 
“‘left,’’ and for taking leaps that are too great by the ‘‘nght.’’ But, 
it seems, all agree that the Soviet leadership is implementing reforms 
in earnest. 

Westem observers want to know about the consequences of re- 
structuring, for the Soviet Union and the world, if the process con- 
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tinues. They want to know what would better suit the West: the suc- 
cess or failure of perestroika? 

Evidently, there are several answers to these questions. Many 
competent specialists admit that social and economic development in 
Soviet society can be accelerated and that success in the current drive 
for restructuring will have positive international consequences. They 
justly reason that the world community can only stand to gain from 
the growing wellbeing of the Soviet people and further progress of 
democracy. The scope and scale of the social and economic pro- 
grams undertaken by the Soviet Union bear evidence of, and offer 
material guarantees for, its peaceful foreign policy. Hence, a mes- 
sage to the leadership of the Western powers—don’t be scared by 
perestroika, don’t make it the subject of a psychological war, but 
rather promote it through the mechanism of economic ties and cul- 
tural and humanitarian exchanges; take seriously the Soviet initiatives 
for disarmament and an improvement of the international situation, 
and seek accords on these issues. 

Leaving aside many evaluations and estimates that we see as dis- 
putable, we, on the whole, regard this position as realistic and wel- 
come its predominantly constructive orientation. It fits into the drive 
to improve international relations, reflecting public sentiments. 

Some politicians display foresight in recognizing that the West 
would commit a blunder of historic proportions by not responding to 
Moscow’s positive message, by not ridding itself of erroneous views 
of the Soviet Union and of the hoaxes it has itself created. 

But an entirely different idea is also being actively promoted in the 
Westem media and political discussions. Attempts are still being 
made to discredit our policies and intentions. There have been sev- 
eral pessimistic forecasts and scares concerning dynamism in domes- 
tic and foreign policies. This shows, once again, just how strong the 
Cold War inertia is and how deep go the roots of anti-Sovietism in 
certain quarters. If it all boiled down to scholastic debates and an 
exercise in propaganda, one could well ignore it. Indeed, experience 
will ultimately prove where the truth lies. But the point is that thence 
comes the opportunity to frighten people with the idea that pere- 
stroika may allegedly lead to the growing economic and military ca- 
pability of the Soviet Union and, therefore, to a growing ‘‘Soviet 
threat.’’ If so, relations with the Soviet Union should be seen in the 
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context of a prospective failure of perestroika and the general aim 
should be to impede and frustrate it in line with the principle em- 
ployed by the rabid anti-Sovieteers: ‘‘The worse for the USSR, the 
better for the West.”’ 

The extreme night-wing quarters do not attempt to hide their hos- 
tile attitudes to perestroika, for it proves that their opinion that so- 
cialism has nothing attractive to show the ‘‘free world’’ is wrong. To 
these people, rejection of the worn-out dogma of Soviet ‘‘social im- 
mobility’’ is tantamount to an ideological catastrophe. For they would 
then have to revise the entire doctrine of anti-Sovietism and the en- 
suing political directives. The mythical ‘‘Soviet threat’’ that allegedly 
stems from the fact that the Soviet Union, unable to cope with its 
internal difficulties, embarks on expansion would vanish into thin air. 

They have even tried to discredit openness and democratization. 
For example, they report false news from the USSR, quoting the So- 
viet press as the original source. But it soon transpires that nothing 
of the kind has ever been printed in Soviet publications. By so doing 
they aim to provoke us into restraining and containing openness and 
abandoning democratization, to cause us to be irritated with our me- 
dia. Their goal is to thwart the processes inherent in perestroika and 
unthinkable without glasnost and democratization. 

There have been increasing efforts to sow doubts among our citi- 
zens over the correctness of perestroika, and attempts to scare them 
with difficulties and incite unrealistic expectations. They hope to 
cause our people’s mistrust toward the leadership, set some leaders 
against others, and split the Party and society. 

Some politicians and media, particularly in the United States, have 
been trying to present perestroika as a drive for ‘‘liberalization’’ 
caused by Western pressure. Of course, one cannot help paying trib- 
ute to Western propaganda officials, who have skilfully played a ver- 
bal game of democracy. But we will believe in the democratic nature 
of Western societies when their workers and office employees start 
electing the owners of factories and plants, bank presidents, etc., 
when their media put corporations, banks and their bosses under a 
barrage of regular criticism and start discussing the real processes in- 
herent in Western countries, rather than only engage in an endless 
and useless argument with politicians. 

Some critics of our reforms say that painful phenomena in the 
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course of perestroika are inevitable. They predict inflation, unem- 
ployment, enhanced social stratification, i.e., the things which the 
West is so ‘‘rich’’ in. Or they suggest that the Central Committee is 
strongly opposed among Party and government officials. Or they say 
our army is against restructuring, and the KGB' has not had its say 
yet. They are ready to use anything to achieve their ends. 

But I must tell our opponents a few disheartening things: today 
members of the Politburo and the Central Committee are unanimous 
as they have never been before, and there is nothing that can make 
this unanimity waver. Both in the army, in the State Security Com- 
mittee, and in every other government department, the Party wields 
the highest authority and has a decisive voice politically. The drive 
for perestroika has only consolidated the Party’s position, adding a 
new dimension to its moral and political role in society and the state. 

However, I will say for the sake of justice that competent Western 
observers rightly see the socialist nature of our transformations and 
that they are aimed at consolidating socialism. But those who try to 
scare the Western public with perestroika are really afraid of its suc- 
cess, if only because it frustrates the chances of using the ‘‘Soviet 
threat’’ bugbear, of shadowing the real image of our country with a 
grotesque and ugly ‘‘enemy image,’’ of continuing the senseless arms 
race under demagogic mottoes and waxing rich on it. 

Indeed, if our development plans are accomplished successfully, 
how will they be able to take people in by telling them that socialism 
is not a viable system able to give its citizens food and clothes? The 
idea that our country is an ‘‘evil empire,’’ the October Revolution a 
blunder of history and the post-revolutionary period a ‘‘zigzag in his- 
tory,’’ is coming apart at the seams. That kind of perestroika really 
does not suit some people. 

‘Today, they recklessly try to slander and besmirch the current re- 
forms in the USSR,’’ wrote the West German magazine Stern, ‘‘say- 
ing that in actual fact they only consolidate the communist system 
and that the Kremlin wants one single thing—to make the system 
more efficient. But, by God, if the drive against corruption and poor 
management, and if greater freedom of thought consolidate the com- 
munist system, then, according to this logic, democracy would be the 


' The KGB—the State Security Committee under the government of the USSR. 
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best nutrient medium for Marxism-Leninism!’’ I would like to add 
a few words to this eloquent quotation. If socialism is indeed entirely 
incompatible with democracy and economic efficiency, as its adver- 
saries say, the latter would have no reason to worry about their future 
and their profits. 

And if we criticize ourselves the way nobody has ever criticized 
us, West, East or anywhere else, that is only because we are strong 
and we do not fear for our future. We will withstand these criticisms; 
the people and the Party will withstand them. But when our reforms 
produce the expected results, then the critics of socialism will also 
have to undergo a ‘‘perestroika.’’ 

We have put them in a predicament, because we know our short- 
comings far better and write and speak about them with greater sin- 
cerity and competence than they do. Thus people in the West will 
gradually stop believing all the nonsense they are told about the So- 
viet Union. All that hardly promotes trust in the policies of Western 
countries. 

In my discussions with Americans and people from other Western 
countries, I always ask bluntly if they want the Soviet Union to have 
a chance to direct more resources to its economic and social devel- 
opment through cuts in its military spending. Or, by contrast, does 
the West want to overstrain the Soviet Union economically by ac- 
celerating the arms race in order to frustrate the formidable work we 
have started and force the Soviet leadership to allocate more and more 
resources for unproductive purposes, for armaments? Does the whole 
idea really boil down to forcing the Soviet Union to focus entirely 
on domestic problems, thus allowing the West to dominate the rest 
of the world? 

But there is another aspect to this issue. Those hoping to over- 
strain the Soviet Union seem too presumptuous about their own eco- 
nomic wellbeing. No matter how rich the USA is, it too can ill af- 
ford to throw away a third of a trillion dollars a year on armaments. 
A rise in arms spending triggers increases in the budget deficit. The 
US today borrows two-thirds of what it spends on arms. The US fed- 
eral debt is, in fact, the Pentagon’s debt, and will have to be repaid 
by many generations of Americans. There must be an end to the 
thread somewhere. But, anyway, it is the Americans’ own business. 

Occasionally I get the impression that some American politicians, 
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while praising the capitalist system and their democracy, are never- 
theless not very sure about either, fearing competition with the USSR 
in conditions of peace. That compels them to insist on having the 
war machine, whipping up tensions, etc. I feel that some observers 
will write, upon reading these lines, that, regrettably, Gorbachev has 
a poor knowledge of Western democracy. Alas, I do know a thing 
or two, enough anyway to hold a firm trust in socialist democracy 
and socialist humanism. 

We will resolve the issues which we honestly discuss, and we will 
achieve the goals we have charted. The disposition of our people 
should also be taken into account. If they have been stung to the 
quick, so to speak, if their patriotic feelings have been involved, they 
will spare no effort to achieve their ends and will work wonders in 
doing so. The Soviet Union is a vast country rich in minerals and 
skilled manpower, and with great scientific resources. Nearly all 
workers have a complete secondary education. So do not rush to toss 
us on the ‘‘ash-heap of history’’; the idea only makes Soviet people 
smile. 

In my talks with a delegation of the House of Representatives last 
April, I said that the execution of our plans for renewal posed no 
threat—either political or economic, or any other—to the American 
people, or to any country. I said the same thing in the Kremlin in 
my address to the participants in the Forum for a Nuclear-Free World 
and the Survival of Humanity: we want to be understood, we hope 
that the world community will admit that nobody need be a loser and 
the whole world will gain from our desire to make our country 
better. 

And so, neither the Soviet Union, nor its perestroika pose any 
threat to anyone, except, perhaps, by setting an example—if someone 
finds it acceptable. Yet again and again we are accused of wanting 
to implant communism all over the world. What nonsense! I would 
not care if these accusations were made by people who do not have 
too many scruples about what they write to earn their living. But the 
same things are, to this day, alsc pronounced publicly by seemingly 
responsible statesmen. And I was very much surprised to hear it two 
years after perestroika had been launched from a politician I used to 
respect. Why, I inquired? We know the Truman, Eisenhower and 
Reagan doctrines. But nobody has ever heard any statements from us 
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about ‘‘implanting communist domination.’’ Lenin said that we, the 
socialist state, would chiefly influence world development through our 
economic achievements. 

The success of perestroika will show that socialism is not only ca- 
pable of coping with the historic task of reaching the heights of sci- 
entific and technological progress but that it can handle it with a 
maximum of social and moral efficiency, by the methods of democ- 
racy, for the people and thanks to their own efforts, intellect, skills, 
talents, conscience and awareness of their responsibility to other 
people. 

The success of perestroika will lay bare the class narrow-minded- 
ness and egoism of the forces that are ruling the West today, the 
forces that are hooked on militarism and the arms race, and that are 
looking for ‘‘enemies’’ all over the globe. 

The success of perestroika will help the developing countries find 
ways to achieve economic and social modernization without having 
to make concessions to neocolonialism or throwing themselves into 
the cauldron of capitalism. 

The success of perestroika will be the final argument in the his- 
torical dispute as to which system is more consistent with the inter- 
ests of the people. Rid of the features that appeared in extreme con- 
ditions, the image of the Soviet Union will gain a new attractiveness 
and will become the living embodiment of the advantages that are 
inherent in the socialist system. The ideals of socialism will gain fresh 
impetus. 

I have on more than one occasion realized that my Western inter- 
locutors grasp this only too well. A Wester politician, who is by no 
means a communist, said: ‘‘If you do what you’ve conceived, this 
will have fantastic, truly global consequences.”’ 

It is probably not easy for a foreign reader to understand many of 
our difficulties. It is only natural. Each people and each country have 
a life of their own, their own laws, their own hopes and misconcep- 
tions, and their own ideals. Such diversity is wonderful; it needs to 
be developed, rather than stifled. I, for one, am sick of the attempts 
by some politicians to teach others how to live and what policy to 
conduct. They proceed from the arrogant assumption that the life and 
policy of their own country is an example and a model of freedom, 
democracy, economic activity and social standard. I think it would 
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be far more democratic to assume that other nations can disagree with 
this point of view. In our complicated and troubled world it is im- 
possible to measure everything by one’s own yardstick. Attempts at 
military diktat as well as at moral, political and economic pressure 
are out of fashion today. Moreover, these attempts are dangerous; 
they irritate the world public, and, consequently, hinder progress to- 
ward peace and cooperation. 

A correct understanding of perestroika is also the key to compre- 
hending the foreign policy of the Soviet Union. The truth about per- 
estroika accords with the interests of universal peace and interna- 
tional security. Calling upon the West to subject our work to a 
responsible, honest and unbiased scrutiny, we proceed not only from 
our own interests. The inability or unwillingness to grasp the essence 
of perestroika is either a starting point for misconceptions about our 
intentions in the world arena or another attempt to maintain and 
deepen mistrust in relations among countries and peoples. 

The organic tie between each state’s foreign and domestic policies 
becomes particularly close and practically meaningful at crucial mo- 
ments. A change in the domestic policy inevitably leads to changes 
in the attitude to international issues. That is why now, in the con- 
ditions of perestroika, the uniformity of our activities at home and in 
the international arena is more striking and more tangible than ever 
before. The new concept of the Soviet foreign policy, its guidelines 
and practical actions are all an immediate projection of the philoso- 
phy, program and practice of restructuring. 

The process of perestroika in the Soviet Union holds out fresh op- 
portunities for international cooperation. Unbiased observers predict 
growth in the Soviet Union’s share of the world economy and invig- 
oration of foreign economic, scientific and technological ties, includ- 
ing those maintained through international economic organizations. 

We are saying openly for all to hear: we need lasting peace in or- 
der to concentrate on the development of our society and to cope with 
the tasks of improving the life of the Soviet people. Ours are long- 
term and fundamental plans. That is why everyone, our Western 
partner-rivals included, must realize that our international policy of 
building a nuclear-weapon-free and non-violent world and asserting 
civilized standards in interstate relations is equally fundamental and 
equally trustworthy in its underlying principles. 


PART TWO 


New Thinking and the World 


How We See the World of Today 


Where We Are 


We started perestroika in a situation of growing international tension. 
The détente of the 1970s was, in effect, curtailed. Our calls for peace 
found no response in the ruling quarters of the West. Soviet foreign 
policy was skidding. The arms race was spiraling anew. The war 
threat was increasing. 

In ascertaining how to achieve a turn for the better, one had to ask 
the following questions. Why is this happening? What juncture has 
the world approached in its development? To do this we had to cast 
a sober and realistic glance at the world panorama, to get rid of the 
force of habit in our thinking. As we say in Russia, to look at things 
‘‘with a fresh eye.”’ 

What is the world we all live in like, this world of the present 
generations of humankind? It is diverse, variegated, dynamic and 
permeated with opposing trends and acute contradictions. It is a world 
of fundamental social shifts, of an all-embracing scientific and tech- 
nological revolution, of worsening global problems—problems con- 
cerning ecology, natural resources, etc.—and of radical changes in 
information technology. It is a world in which unheard-of possibili- 
ties for development and progress lie side by side with abject pov- 
erty, backwardness and medievalism. It is a world in which there are 
vast ‘‘fields of tension.’’ 


Everything was a great deal simpler many years ago. There existed 
several powers which determined their interests and balanced them if 
they so managed, and warred if they failed. International relations 
were built on the balance of the interests of these several powers. 
This is one domain, that is another, and that one is still another. But 
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have a look at what has happened over the forty postwar years to the 
present. 

The political tableau of the world includes the sizable group of so- 
cialist countries which have gone a long way in their progressive de- 
velopment over not so long a history; the vast tract of developed cap- 
italist states with their own interests, with their own history, concerns 
and problems; and the ocean of Third World countries which emerged 
in the past thirty to forty years when scores of Asian, African and 
Latin American countries gained independence. 

It seems obvious that every group of states and every country has 
interests of its own. From the viewpoint of elementary logic, all these 
interests should find a reasonable reflection in world politics. But this 
is not so. I have more than once told my interlocutors from the cap- 
italist countries: let us see and take into account the realities—there 
is the world of capitalism and the world of socialism, and there is 
also a huge world of developing countries. The latter is the home of 
millions of people. All countries have their problems. But the de- 
veloping countries have a hundred times more than other states and 
this should be taken into consideration. These countries have their 
own national interests. For decades they were colonies, stubbornly 
fighting for their liberation. Having gained independence, they want 
to improve their peoples’ life, to use their resources as they like, and 
to build an independent economy and culture. 

Is there a hope for normal and just international relations, pro- 
ceeding exclusively from the interests of, say, the Soviet Union or 
the United States, Britain or Japan? No! A balance of interests is 
needed. For the time being, no such balance exists. For now the rich 
get richer and the poor get poorer. Processes which could shake the 
entire system of international relations are, however, taking place in 
the Third World. 

No one can close down the world of socialism, the developing 
world or the world of developed capitalism. But there exists the view 
that socialism is an accident of history and one long overdue for the 
ash-heap. Then the Third World would become tame and everything 
would retum full cycle, and prosperity would again be possible at the 
expense of others. An escape into the past is no reply to the chal- 
lenges of the future, being merely adventurism based on fear and dif- 
fidence. 
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And we have not only read anew the reality of a multi-colored and 
multi-dimensional world. We have assessed not only the difference in 
the interests of individual states. We have seen the main issue—the 
growing tendency towards interdependence of the states of the world 
community. Such are the dialectics of present-day development. The 
world—contradictory, socially and politically diverse, but nonetheless 
interconnected and largely integral—is forming with great difficulties, 
as if it is feeling its way through a conflict of opposites. 

Another no less obvious reality of our time is the emergence and 
aggravation of the so-called global issues which have also become 
vital to the destinies of civilization. I mean nature conservation, the 
critical condition of the environment, of the air basin and the oceans, 
and of our planet’s traditional resources which have tumed out not 
to be limitless. I mean old and new awful diseases and mankind's 
common concer: how are we to put an end to starvation and poverty 
in vast areas of the Earth? I mean the intelligent joint work in ex- 
ploring outer space and the world ocean and the use of the knowl- 
edge obtained to the benefit of humanity. 

I could say a lot about the work we do at a national level in our 
country to help resolve these problems. I touched upon them to a 
certain extent when I discussed our perestroika. We will do whatever 
depends on us. 

But the Soviet Union alone cannot resolve all these issues. And we 
are not ashamed to repeat this, calling for international cooperation. 
We say with full responsibility, casting away the false considerations 
of ‘‘prestige,’’ that all of us in the present-day world are coming to 
depend more and more on one another and are becoming increasingly 
necessary to one another. And since such realities exist in the world 
and since we know that we in this world are, on the whole, now 
linked by the same destiny, that we live on the same planet, use its 
resources and see that they are not limitless and need to be saved, 
and nature and the environment need to be conserved, then such a 
reality holds for all of us. The necessity of effective, fair, interna- 
tional procedures and mechanisms which would ensure rational uti- 
lization of our planet’s resources as the property of all mankind be- 
comes ever more pressing. 

And here we see our interdependence, the integrity of the world, 
the imperative need for pooling the efforts of humanity for the sake 
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of its self-preservation, for its benefit today, tomorrow and for all 
time. 

Last but not least, there is one more reality which we must rec- 
ognize. Having entered the nuclear age when the energy of the atom 
is used for military purposes, mankind has lost its immortality. In the 
past, there were wars, frightful wars which took millions upon mil- 
lions of human lives, turned cities and villages into ruins and ashes 
and destroyed entire nations and cultures. But the continuation of hu- 
mankind was not threatened. By contrast, now, if a nuclear war 
breaks out, every living thing will be wiped off the face of the Earth. 

Even what is logically impossible, namely, that mankind can be 
annihilated many times over, has now become technically possible. 
The existing nuclear arsenals are so great that for every inhabitant of 
the Earth there is a charge capable of incinerating a huge area. To- 
day, just one strategic submarine carries a destructive potential equal 
to several Second World Wars. And there are dozens of such sub- 
marines! 

The arms race, just like nuclear war, is unwinnable. Continuing 
such a race on the Earth, and extending it into space, would accel- 
erate the accumulation and modernization of nuclear weapons, the rate 
of which is already feverish. The world situation can become such 
that it would no longer depend on politicians but would become cap- 
tive to chance. All of us face the need to leam to live at peace in 
this world, to work out a new mode of thinking, for conditions today 
are quite different from what they were even three or four decades 
ago. 

The time is ripe for abandoning views on foreign policy which are 
influenced by an imperial standpoint. Neither the Soviet Union nor 
the United States is able to force its will on others. It is possible to 
suppress, compel, bribe, break or blast, but only for a certain period. 
From the point of view of long-term, big-time politics, no one will 
be able to subordinate others. That is why only one thing—relations 
of equality—remains. All of us must realize this. Along with the 
above-said realities of nuclear weapons, ecology, the scientific and 
technological revolution, and information systems, this also obliges 
us to respect one another and everybody. 

Such is our world—complex but not hopeless. We hold the view 
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that everything can be resolved but everyone should rethink his role 
in this world and behave responsibly. 


New Political Thinking 


In the two and a half years which have passed since April 1985, we 
have gone a long way in comprehending the world situation and ways 
to change it for the better. I shall also write about the practical moves 
which we have made with a view to radically improving the inter- 
national atmosphere. But now to the most important point. 

Having adopted at the 27th Congress the concept of a contradic- 
tory but interconnected, interdependent and, essentially, integral 
world, we began to build our foreign policy on this foundation. Yes, 
we remain different as far as our social system, ideological and re- 
ligious views and way of life are concerned. To be sure, distinctions 
will remain. But should we duel because of them? Would it not be 
more correct to step over the things that divide us for the sake of the 
interests of all mankind, for the sake of life on Earth? We have made 
our choice, asserting a new political outlook both by binding state- 
ments and by specific actions and deeds. 

People are tired of tension and confrontation. They prefer a search 
for a more secure and reliable world, a world in which everyone 
would preserve their own philosophic, political and ideological views 
and their way of life. 

We are looking at what is taking place with open eyes. We see 
that stereotypes persist and that the old outlooks have struck deep 
roots, nourishing militarism and imperial ambitions according to 
which other countries are regarded as targets for one’s political and 
other activities and are deprived of the right to independent choice 
and independent foreign policy. 

We do not propose to offer any super-radical methods for solving 
various regional problems, although such methods are also necessary 
in some instances. We do not wish to handle international affairs in 
a manner that would heighten confrontation. While we do not ap- 
prove the character of current relations between the West and the de- 
veloping countries, we do not urge that they should be disrupted. We 
believe these relations should be transformed by ridding them of neo- 
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colonialism, which differs from the old colonialism only in that its 
mechanism of exploitation is more sophisticated. Conditions are re- 
quired in which the developing countries can be masters of their own 
natural and human resources and can use them for their own good, 
rather than for somebody else’s. 

Nomnalization of international relations in the economic, informa- 
tion and ecological areas should be based on broad internationaliza- 
tion. By all indications, the West would like to keep things in the 
family, so to speak, within the Sevens, the Fives and the like. This 
probably explains the attempts to discredit the United Nations. It is 
alleged, for instance, that the UN is losing its meaning and that it is 
almost disintegrating. And this is said today, when there are so many 
changes in a world saturated with the diverse interests of numerous 
States and when finding a balance of these interests is a priority. In 
the circumstances, the role of the United Nations with its experience 
of streamlining international cooperation is more important than ever 
before. 

It is true that the efforts of the United Nations have not always 
been successful. But, in my view, this organization is the most ap- 
propriate forum for seeking a balance of the interests of states, which 
is essential for the stability of the world. 

I realize that everything cannot change overnight. I also realize that 
the West and we shall continue to have different approaches to spe- 
cific situations. And, still, as I have already said, the nations of the 
world resemble today a pack of mountaineers tied together by a 
climbing rope. They can either climb on together to the mountain 
peak or fall together into an abyss. In order to prevent disaster, po- 
litical leaders should rise above their narrow interests and realize the 
drama of the situation. That is why the need for a new comprehen- 
sion of the situation and of its complacent factors is so urgent today. 

It is no longer possible to draft a policy on the premises of the 
year 1947, the Truman doctrine and Churchill’s Fulton speech. It is 
necessary to think and act in a new way. What is more, history can- 
not wait; people cannot afford to waste time. It may be too late to- 
morrow, and the day after tomorrow may never come. 

The fundamental principle of the new political outlook is very sim- 
ple: nuclear war cannot be a means of achieving political, economic, 
ideological or any other goals. This conclusion is truly revolution- 
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ary, for it means discarding the traditional notions of war and peace. 
It is the political function of war that has always been a justification 
for war, a ‘‘rational’’ explanation. Nuclear war is senseless; it is ir- 
rational. There would be neither winners nor losers in a global nu- 
clear conflict: world civilization would inevitably perish. It is a sui- 
cide, rather than a war in the conventional sense of the word. 

But military technology has developed to such an extent that even 
a non-nuclear war would now be comparable with a nuclear war in 
its destructive effect. That is why it is logical to include in our cat- 
egory of nuclear wars this ‘‘variant’’ of an armed clash between ma- 
jor powers as well. 

Thereby, an altogether different situation has emerged. A way of 
thinking and a way of acting, based on the use of force in world 
politics, have formed over centuries, even millennia. It seems they 
have taken root as something unshakable. Today, they have lost all 
reasonable grounds. Clausewitz’s dictum that war is the continuation 
of policy only by different means, which was classical in his time, 
has grown hopelessly out of date. It now belongs to the libraries. For 
the first time in history, basing international politics on moral and 
ethical norms that are common to all humankind, as well as human- 
izing interstate relations, has become a vital requirement. 

A new dialectic of strength and security follows from the impos- 
sibility of a military—that is, nuclear—solution to international dif- 
ferences. Security can no longer be assured by military means—nei- 
ther by the use of arms or deterrence, nor by continued perfection of 
the ‘‘sword’’ and the ‘‘shield.’’ Attempts to achieve military supe- 
riority are preposterous. Now such attempts are being made in space. 
It is an astonishing anachronism which persists due to the inflated role 
played by militarists in politics. From the security point of view the 
arms race has become an absurdity because its very logic leads to the 
destabilization of international relations and eventually to a nuclear 
conflict. Diverting huge resources from other priorities, the arms race 
is lowering the level of security, impairing it. It is in itself an enemy 
of peace. The only way to security is through political decisions and 
disarmament. In our age genuine and equal security can be guaran- 
teed by constantly lowering the level of the strategic balance from 
which nuclear and other weapons of mass destruction should be com- 
pletely eliminated. 
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Perhaps this frightens some people. ‘‘What is to be done with the 
military-industrial complex then?’’ they ask. The jobs and wages of 
so many people are involved. This issue was specially analyzed in 
one of the most recent works of Nobel Prize laureate V. Leontyev, 
and he has proved that the militarists’ arguments do not hold water 
from an economic standpoint. This is what I think: to begin with, 
each job in the military-industrial complex costs two or three times 
more than one in a civilian industry. Three jobs could be created in- 
stead. Secondly, even today sectors of the military economy are con- 
nected with the civilian economy, doing much for the latter. So, this 
is a starting point for utilizing their possibilities for peaceful pur- 
poses. Thirdly, the USSR and the USA could come up with large 
joint programs, pooling our resources and our scientific and intellec- 
tual potentials in order to solve the most diverse problems for the 
benefit of humankind. 

The new political outlook calls for the recognition of one more 
simple axiom: security is indivisible. It is either equal security for all 
or none at all. The only solid foundation for security is the recog- 
nition of the interests of all peoples and countries and of their equal- 
ity in international affairs. The security of each nation should be cou- 
pled with the security for all members of the world community. 
Would it, for instance, be in the interest of the United States if the 
Soviet Union found itself in a situation whereby it considered it had 
less security than the USA? Or would we benefit by a reverse situ- 
ation? I can say firmly that we would not like this. So, adversaries 
must become partners and start looking jointly for a way to achieve 
universal security. 

We can see the first signs of new thinking in many countries, in 
different strata of society. And this is only natural, because it is the 
way of mutually advantageous agreements and reciprocal compro- 
mises on the basis of the supreme common interest—preventing a nu- 
clear catastrophe. Consequently, there should be no striving for se- 
curity for oneself at the expense of others. 

The new outlooks influence equally strongly the character of mil- 
itary doctrines. Those should be strictly the doctrines of defense. And 
this is connected with such new or comparatively new notions as the 
reasonable sufficiency of armaments, non-aggressive defense, the 
elimination of imbalance and asymmetries in various types of armed 
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forces, separation of the offensive forces of the two blocs, and so on 
and so forth.' 

Universal security in our time rests on the recognition of the right 
of every nation to choose its own path of social development, on the 
renunciation of interference in the domestic affairs of other states, on 
respect for others in combination with an objective self-critical view 
of one’s own society. A nation may choose either capitalism or so- 
cialism. This is its sovereign right. Nations cannot and should not 
pattern their life either after the United States or the Soviet Union. 
Hence, political positions should be devoid of ideological intoler- 
ance. 

Ideological differences should not be transferred to the sphere of 
interstate relations, nor should foreign policy be subordinate to them, 
for ideologies may be poles apart, whereas the interest of survival 
and prevention of war stand universal and supreme. 

On a par with the nuclear threat, the new political mode of think- 
ing considers the solution of other global problems, including those 
of economic development and ecology, as an indispensable condition 
for assuring a lasting and just peace. To think in a new way also 
means to see a direct link between disarmament and development. 

We stand for the internationalization of the efforts to tum disar- 
mament into a factor of development. In a message to the Interna- 
tional Conference on this subject in New York in late August 1987, 
I wrote: ‘‘The implementation of the basic principle ‘disarmament for 


' Europe’s socialist nations have resolutely embarked on this course. On 29 May 
1987, in Berlin, a meeting of the Political Consultative Committee adopted a docu- 
ment of principled importance ‘‘On the Military Doctrine of the Warsaw Treaty Mem- 
ber-Countries.’’ The document lays down the essence of the purely defensive character 
of this doctrine. ‘‘Never, and under no circumstance,”’ it says, ‘‘shall we begin hos- 
tilities against any state or any alliance of states unless we ourselves come under an 
armed attack. We shall never be the first to use nuclear weapons. We have no terri- 
torial claims to any state either in Europe or outside it. The Warsaw Treaty member- 
countries do not look on any state or any people as an enemy: they are prepared to 
build relations with all countries without exception, on the basis of mutual consider- 
ation for the interests of security and peaceful coexistence."” 

The Warsaw Treaty countries do not strive to have more armed forces and arma- 
ments than is necessary for purposes of defense. They will strictly adhere to the prin- 
ciple of sufficiency in protecting their security. They have proposed to the NATO 
countries that everyone sits down together and compares the military doctrines of the 
two alliances in order to better understand each other’s intentions. The answer to that 
proposal was silence. 
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development’ can and must rally mankind, and facilitate the forma- 
tion of a global consciousness.”’ 

The Delhi Declaration on Principles for a Nuclear-Weapon-Free 
and Non-Violent World, which was signed by Prime Minister Rajiv 
Gandhi of the Republic of India and myself in November 1986, con- 
tains words which I’d like to cite here as well: ‘‘In the nuclear age, 
humanity must evolve a new mode of political thought, a new con- 
cept of the world that would provide reliable guarantees for human- 
ity’s survival. People want to live in a safer and a more just world. 
Humanity deserves a better fate than being a hostage to nuclear terror 
and despair. It is necessary to change the existing world situation and 
to build a nuclear-weapon-free world, free of violence and hatred, 
fear and suspicion.”’ 

There are serious signs that the new way of thinking is taking 
shape, that people are coming to understand what brink the world has 
approached. But this process is a very difficult one. And the most 
difficult thing is to ensure that this understanding is reflected in the 
actions of the policy-makers, in their minds. But I believe that the 
new political mentality will force its way through, for it was born of 
the realities of our time. 


Our Road to a New Outlook 


We do not claim to be able to teach others. Having heard endless 
instructions from others, we have come to the conclusion that this is 
a useless pastime. Primarily, life itself teaches people to think in a 
new way. We ourselves have come gradually to it, mastering it stage 
by stage, reconsidering our customary views on the problems of war 
and peace, on relationships between the two systems, and pondering 
over global problems. 

It was a long road. Thirty-odd years ago, the 20th CPSU Congress 
reached an important conclusion, to the effect that a new world war 
was not inevitable, and could be prevented. This implied that a future 
conflict could not just be postponed, and a ‘‘peaceful respite’’ pro- 
longed, but that any international crisis could be settled by peaceful 
means. Our Party proclaimed its conviction in the possibility and ne- 
cessity of eliminating the threat of war as such, of banishing war from 
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the life of mankind. It was declared then that war is by no means an 
indispensable prerequisite for social revolutions. The principle of 
peaceful coexistence was refined, with account taken of the changes 
brought about by the Second World War. 

In the years of détente we tried to fill this principle with a concrete 
content on the basis of equitable international dialogue and cooper- 
ation. Those years saw the conclusion of a number of important trea- 
ties completing the ‘‘postwar’’ period in Europe, and an improve- 
ment in Soviet-American relations which influenced the entire world 
situation. 

The very logic of détente was being prompted by the increasing 
realization that a nuclear war cannot be won. Proceeding from this 
fact, we declared five years ago to the whole world that we shall 
never be the first to use nuclear weapons. 

A far-reaching conceptual turning-point was reached at the April 
1985 Plenary Meeting of the CPSU Central Committee, and the 27th 
CPSU Congress. This was, to be precise, a turning towards a new 
way of political thinking, to new ideas about the correlation between 
class principles and principles common to humanity in the modem 
world. 

A new way of thinking is not an improvisation, nor a mental ex- 
ercise. It is a result of serious reflections on the realities of today’s 
world, of the understanding that a responsible attitude to policy de- 
mands scientific substantiation, and that some of the postulates which 
seemed unshakable before should be given up. A biased approach, 
ad hoc decisions for the sake of transient goals, and departures from 
a strictly scientific analysis of the situation cost us dear. 

It can be said that we have conceived the new mentality through 
suffering. And we draw inspiration from Lenin. Turing to him, and 
‘‘reading’’ his works each time in a new way, one is struck by his 
ability to get at the root of things, to see the most intricate dialectics 
of world processes. Being the leader of the party of the proletariat, 
and theoretically and politically substantiating the latter’s revolution- 
ary tasks, Lenin could see further, he could go beyond their class- 
imposed limits. More than once he spoke about the priority of inter- 
ests common to all humanity over class interests. It is only now that 
we have come to comprehend the entire depth and significance of 
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these ideas. It is they that are feeding our philosophy of international 
relations, and the new way of thinking. 

One may argue that philosophers and theologists throughout his- 
tory have dealt with the ideas of ‘‘eternal’’ human values. True, this 
is so, but then these were ‘‘scholastic speculations’? doomed to be a 
utopian dream. In the 1980s, as we approach the end of this dramatic 
century, mankind should acknowledge the vital necessity of human 
values, and their priority. 

Since time immemorial, class interests were the comerstone of both 
foreign and domestic policies. It goes without saying that officially 
they were, as a rule, presented as the interests of a nation, state or 
alliance, and were covered up with references to the ‘‘universal 
wellbeing,’’ or religious motives. However, Marxists and a good 


many other sober-minded people are convinced that in the final anal- 
ysis the policy of any state or alliance of states is determined by the 
interests of prevailing socio-political forces. Acute clashes of these 
interests in the international arena have led to armed conflicts and 
wars throughout history. This is why the political record of mankind 
is largely a record of wars. Today, this tradition is leading directly 


into the nuclear abyss. We—all mankind—are in the same boat, and 
we can sink or swim only together. This is why disarmament talks 
are not a game which can be won by one side. All should win, or 
else all stand to lose. 

The backbone of the new way of thinking is the recognition of the 
priority of human values, or, to be more precise, of humankind’s 
survival. 

It may seem strange to some people that the communists should 
place such a strong emphasis on human interests and values. Indeed, 
a class-motivated approach to all phenomena of social life is the ABC 
of Marxism. Today, too, such an approach fully meets the realities 
of a class-based society, a society with opposing class interests, as 
well as the realities of international life which are also permeated by 
the opposition. And up to the most recent time class struggle re- 
mained the pivot of social development, and still remains as such in 
class-divided countries. Correspondingly, Marxist philosophy was 
dominated—as regards the main questions of social life—by a class- 
motivated approach. Humanitarian notions were viewed as a function 
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and the end result of the struggle of the working class—the last class 
which, ridding itself, rids the entire society of class antagonisms. 

But now, with the emergence of weapons of mass, that is, uni- 
versal destruction, there appeared an objective limit for class con- 
frontation in the international arena: the threat of universal destruc- 
tion. For the first time ever there emerged a real, not speculative and 
remote, common human interest—to save humanity from disaster. 

Changes were introduced in the spirit of the new outlook into the 
new edition of the CPSU Program adopted by the 27th Party Con- 
gress. Specifically, we deemed it no longer possible to retain in it the 
definition of peaceful coexistence of states with different social sys- 
tems as a ‘‘specific form of class struggle.”’ 

It was an accepted belief that the source of world wars lay in con- 
tradictions between the two social systems. Before 1917, there was 
only one system in the world—capitalism—but it did not prevent 
world war between states belonging to that same system. There were 
other wars, too. And vice versa; during the Second World War, 
countries representing different systems fought in one coalition against 
fascism and eventually crushed it. The common interest of all peo- 
ples and states before the fascist menace outweighed the socio-polit- 
ical differences among them and provided a foundation for an anti- 
fascist, ‘‘supra-system’’ coalition. This means that today, too, in the 
face of a still worse danger, states belonging to different social sys- 
tems can and must cooperate with one another in the name of peace. 

In developing our philosophy of peace, we have taken a new look 
at the interdependence of war and revolution. In the past, war often 
served to detonate revolution. One may recall the Paris Commune 
which came as an echo of the Franco-Prussian war, or the 1905 Rus- 
sian Revolution triggered by the Russo-Japanese war. The First 
World War provoked a real revolutionary storm which culminated in 
the October Revolution in our country. The Second World War 
evoked a fresh wave of revolutions in Eastem Europe and Asia, as 
well as a powerful anti-colonial revolution. 

All this served to reinforce the Marxist-Leninist logic that impe- 
rialism inevitably generates major armed confrontations, while the 
latter naturally creates a ‘‘critical mass’’ of social discontent and a 
revolutionary situation in a number of countries. Hence a forecast 
which was long adhered to in our country: a third world war, if un- 
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leashed by imperialism, would lead to new social upheavals which 
would finish off the capitalist system for good, and this would spell 
global peace. 

But when the conditions radically changed so that the only result 
of nuclear war could be universal destruction, we drew a conclusion 
about the disappearance of the cause-and-effect relationship between 
war and revolution. The prospects of social progress ‘‘coincided’’ 
with the prospects of the prevention of nuclear war. At the 27th 
CPSU Congress we clearly ‘‘divorced’’ the revolution and war 
themes, excluding from the new edition of the Party Program the fol- 
lowing two phrases: ‘‘Should the imperialist aggressors nevertheless 
venture to start a new world war, the peoples will no longer tolerate 
a system which drags them into devastating wars. They will sweep 
imperialism away and bury it.’’ This provision admitting, in theory, 
the possibility of a new world war was removed as not corresponding 
to the realities of the nuclear era. 

Economic, political and ideological competition between capitalist 
and socialist countries is inevitable. However, it can and must be kept 
within a framework of peaceful competition which necessarily envis- 
ages cooperation. It is up to history to judge the merits of each par- 
ticular system. It will sort out everything. Let every nation decide 
which system and which ideology is better. Let this be decided by 
peaceful competition, let each system prove its ability to meet man’s 
needs and interests. The states and peoples of the Earth are very dif- 
ferent, and it is actually good that they are so. This is an incentive 
for competition. This understanding, of a dialectical unity of oppo- 
sites, fits into the concept of peaceful coexistence. 

Such are, in general outline, the main stages of our passage to a 
new philosophy of peace and to the comprehension of new dialectics 
of the common human and class interests and principles in our mod- 
em epoch. 

Does this imply that we have given up the class analysis of the 
causes of the nuclear threat and of other global problems? No. It 
would be wrong to ignore the class heterogeneity of the forces acting 
in the international arena or to overlook the influence of class antag- 
onism on intemational affairs and on the approaches to the accom- 
plishment of all other tasks of mankind. 

We see how strong the positions of the aggressive and militarist 
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part of the ruling class are in the leading capitalist countries. Their 
main support comes from the powerful military-industrial complex 
whose interests are rooted in the very nature of the capitalist system 
and which extracts huge profits from arms production at the tax-pay- 
ers’ expense. And to make the people believe that all that money is 
not being spent in vain, they must be convinced of the existence of 
an ‘‘external enemy’’ which wishes to encroach upon their wellbeing 
and ‘‘national interests’’ in general. Hence the reckless and irrespon- 
sible power politics. How can this total reliance on strength be pos- 
sible in our nuclear age when the existing stocks of weapons are so 
huge that even a minor part of these weapons can easily annihilate 
mankind? This is exactly what we call a mentality of the notorious 
‘Cold War.’’ This mentality, however, is still embedded in concrete 
economic interests of the arms corporations and in the influence on 
the policy wielded by the army, which refuses to give up its privi- 
leged position, and by the bureaucratic machinery serving militarism. 

One might ask why we maintain and modernize our weapons and 
armed forces. I can give an accurate answer to this because I am 
Chairman of the Soviet Union’s Defense Council. Ever since the Oc- 
tober Revolution, we have been under permanent threat of potential 
aggression. Try getting in our shoes and see for yourself. A civil war 
with foreign forces involved, intervention by fourteen states, an eco- 
nomic blockade and cordon sanitaire, no diplomatic recognition (by 
the US up to 1933), armed provocations in the East and, finally, a 
devastating and bloody war against fascism which came from the 
West. Nor can we forget the plans for an atomic attack on the Soviet 
Union by the American military and the National Security Council. 
We also ask why the West was the first to set up a military alliance, 
NATO, and is always the first to develop new weapons systems. Or, 
why does the incumbent US Administration not want to stop nuclear 
arms testing and why is it pressing the Americans to squander co- 
lossal sums on the Star Wars program? These are not idle questions. 
Can all these facts be classified as peaceful aspirations? I repeat, try 
getting in our shoes and see how you would react. 

For all that, we are sincerely prepared for disarmament, but only 
on a fair basis of equal security, and for cooperation along a very 
broad front. However, bearing in mind the bitter lessons of the past, 
we cannot take major unilateral steps for fear that they may serve as 
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a temptation for the advocates of ‘‘global national interests.’’ In our 
opinion, the most important thing to do now is to set the mechanism 
of humankind’s self-preservation into motion and to bolster the po- 
tential of peace, reason and good will. 


The ‘‘Hand of Moscow”’ 


Probably the most hackneyed statement by a Soviet leader in the West 
is the angry exclamation by Nikita Khrushchev: ‘‘We will bury you!”’ 
It should be explained for the sake of foreign readers that in the late 
1920s and early 1930s we had heated debates between farming ex- 
perts and scientists which were described with bitter irony as a dis- 
pute on ‘‘who will bury whom.’’ Khrushchev’s exclamation, bor- 
rowed from these debates, was unfortunate in all respects, but it must 
be viewed in the context of his whole speech. It should not be taken 
literally. He was describing the competition between the two sys- 
tems, and wanted to show that socialism does not fear being com- 
pared to capitalism, and that the future belongs to socialism. Khru- 
shchev was an emotional man, and took it very much to heart that 
his sincere efforts and specific proposals to improve the international 
situation came up against a brick wall of incomprehension and resis- 
tance. 

Let me tell you, this time from my own experience, that to ne- 
gotiate with the West on disarmament problems one must have in- 
credible patience, because economic interests are always involved. It 
should probably be added, too, that if we in the Soviet Union judged 
the policy of another state by individual statements made by its lead- 
ers, it would long since have been time to start shooting. But this 
does not happen. So people in the West must stop exploiting those 
few words by one who is no longer among the living, and must not 
present them as our position. 

As for the mysterious White House book of quotations to which 
the West refers, deliberating about Lenin’s ‘‘doctrine’’ of imposing 
communism throughout the world and plans for subduing the whole 
of Europe, I must say that no such doctrine was ever entertained by 
Marx, Lenin or any of the Soviet leaders. The so-called ‘‘quota- 
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tions’ sometimes used by high-ranking speakers are the fruit of crude 
falsification or at best ignorance. 

This is what I want to say about the notorious ‘‘hand of Mos- 
cow.” In accordance with Marxist theory, the future belongs to a so- 
ciety where there is no exploitation of man by man and no national 
and racial oppression. The future belongs to a society governed by 
principles of social justice, freedom and harmonious development of 
the individual. But every nation has the right to decide whether these 
principles are good for it and whether it wants to adopt them in re- 
structuring its life. If it does, it is up to it to decide how fast and in 
what form it should do so. 

‘‘The victorious proletariat cannot impose on any other nation its 
own ideal of a happy life without doing damage to its own victory.”’ 
This statement by Marx is an accurate definition of our attitude to all 
kinds of ‘‘exports of revolution.’’ Revolutions, Lenin said, ‘‘ripen 
when millions of people realize that they can no longer live the old 
way.’’ They ‘‘ripen in the process of historical development and 
break out when a certain combination of internal and external con- 
ditions arises.’’ Any attempts to make a revolution ‘‘to order’’ or set 
a date for it were condemned by Lenin as ‘‘charlatanism.”’ 

The theory we call scientific socialism says that human society 
passes certain stages in its development. There was primitive society, 
then the slave-owning system and then feudalism. Feudalism gave 
way to capitalism and the twentieth century saw the birth of socialist 
society. We are convinced that these are natural steps on one histor- 
ical ladder. This is the inevitable evolution of the world. Let the West 
think that capitalism is the highest achievement of civilization. It’s 
their prerogative to think so. We simply do not agree with this. And 
let history decide who is right. 

Revolutions and liberation movements emerge on national soil. And 
they arise when poverty and oppression of the masses become intol- 
erable, when national dignity is humiliated and when a nation is de- 
nied the right to decide its own destiny itself. If the masses rise to 
struggle, it means that their vital rights are suppressed. And someone 
else’s ambitions or a ‘‘hand of Moscow’’ have nothing to do with 
this. In short, this myth is a malicious lie. 
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International Implications of New Thinking 


We do not consider new thinking as something fixed once and for 
all. We do not think that we have found the final truth which the 
others merely have to accept or reject, that is, take a position which 
we would call erroneous. This is not so. For us, too, new thinking 
is a process in the course of which we continue to learn and gain 
ever new experience. Lenin said that even seventy Marxes would not 
be enough to analyze all the interrelated processes in world economy. 
Since then the world has become much more complex. The devel- 
opment of a new mode of thinking requires dialogue not only with 
people who hold the same views but also with those who think dif- 
ferently and represent a philosophical and political system that is dif- 
ferent from ours. For they also carry the historical experience, cul- 
ture and traditions of their peoples; they are all part of world 
development and are entitled to their own opinion and to an active 
role in world politics. I am convinced that today’s politicians must 
be aware of the intellectual potential of other countries and peoples, 
for otherwise their activities will be doomed to provincialism and a 
narrow national view, if not worse. 

That is why we stand for a broad dialogue, for the comparison of 
views and for debate and discussion. This stimulates thought and pre- 
vents people from falling into the conventional ruts of thinking. The 
main thing, however, is that this helps internationalize the new mode 
of thinking. 

Dialogue between people ‘‘from different worlds,’’ people of dif- 
ferent walks of life and with different views, is especially important. 
If they are united by a common concern for humankind’s future, the 
disputes and numerous controversies between them do not prevent 
them from finding points of contact and coming to terms on the main 
issues. This is a good example for the whole world. 

One can see this particularly clearly during meetings of scientists, 
writers and cultural personalities. Sincerity and competence charac- 
terize their concern and anxiety for the world’s future, for man’s des- 
tiny and potential, as well as their moral strength and their suffering 
for all those still living in conditions unfit for man. This is extremely 
important in an age when science and human intellect are unraveling 
the most obscure mysteries of Nature and life and are virtually de- 
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termining the course of history. I would therefore say that the infor- 
mal and lively dialogue of politicians, scientists and cultural person- 
alities is an imperative. 

The meetings with such people not only enrich one’s theory and 
philosophy, but have also influenced the political moves and deci- 
sions that had to be taken in recent years. I well remember my meet- 
ing in November 1985 with a delegation from a Nobel Prize-winners’ 
congress—George Wald (USA), Teo Knippenberg and Susan Ga- 
brielle (Holland), Alois Anglaender (Austria) and Alexander Pro- 
khorov (USSR). This meeting was also attended by Academicians 
Anatoly Alexandrov and Yevgeny Velikhov. Our discussion took 
place shortly before I went to Geneva for my first meeting with Pres- 
ident Reagan. The scientists handed me an appeal from the partici- 
pants in their congress and we had a very serious discussion about 
the possible consequences of the use of nuclear weapons, the impor- 
tance of banning nuclear tests and the danger of militarizing space. 
We agreed that efforts for security through disarmament should be 
combined with efforts to guarantee man decent conditions of exis- 
tence. 

I remember the Nobel Prize winners saying that today it takes more 
courage to safeguard peace than prepare for war. That meeting gave 
the moral support for the stands we planned to take at the meeting 
with the US President. 

Take another example. At the Moscow International Forum ‘‘For 
a Nuclear-Weapon-Free World and the Survival of Humanity’’—a 
meeting unprecedented in the number of participants and their au- 
thority—I had the opportunity to feel the moods and hear the thoughts 
and ideas of an international intellectual élite. My discussions with 
them made a great impression on me. I discussed the results of the 
congress with my colleagues in the Politburo and we decided to make 
a major new compromise—untie the Reykjavik package and separate 
the problem of medium-range missiles in Europe from the other is- 
sues. 

Yet another example. The Soviet Union repeatedly extended its 
unilateral moratorium on nuclear explosions. This, I should say, was 
the result of a serious study of numerous appeals to the Soviet lead- 
ership from various intellectuals from other countries. We took their 
worries and arguments seriously because we realized that responsible 
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policy must take into account the opinion of what may be called the 
most authoritative part of the public. I think that a policy which does 
not display concem for mankind’s future—and this concern should be 
a distinguishing mark of any true intellectual—is immoral and does 
not deserve respect. 

A deep impression concerning the new outlook was made by the 
Issyk-Kul forum, which was attended by world-renowned cultural 
personalities invited there by Soviet writer Chinghiz Aitmatov. I met 
with them. The main theme of our discussion was humanism and 
politics, and the moral and intellectual aspect of political activities in 
the nuclear age. I said at the meeting that nations had learned from 
their past tragedies, had summoned their strength and collected their 
thoughts, and, overcoming hardships, difficulties and losses, rose 
again and moved ahead, each choosing its own way. What will hap- 
pen if we fail to ward off the nuclear threat looming over our com- 
mon home? I am afraid we won’t be able to correct such a mistake. 
This is our most important task. That is why the intellectual and 
moral potential of the world’s culture must be put at the Service of 
politics. 

The International Physicians for the Prevention of Nuclear War has 
come to exercise a tremendous influence on world public opinion 
within quite a short period of time. It was launched by American 
Professor Bernard Lown and our Soviet Academician Yevgeny Cha- 
zov. Tens of thousands of physicians from the Americas, Europe, 
Asia, Africa and Australia have joined it. I had met Professor Lown 
before, but this time, after their congress in Moscow, I met all the 
leaders of the movement. It is impossible to ignore what these people 
are saying. What they are doing commands great respect. For what 
they say and what they do is prompted by accurate knowledge and 
a passionate desire to warn humanity about the danger looming over 
It. 

In the light of their arguments and the strictly scientific data which 
they possess, there seems to be no room left for politicking. And no 
serious politician has the right to disregard their conclusions or ne- 
glect the ideas by which they take world public opinion a stage ahead. 

As far as the Soviet leadership is concerned, I must say we are 
eager to know the opinion (and even criticism) of all the different 
types of people in our world today. In our contact with them, we 
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check out the potential of the new way of thinking and the realism 
of our policy. Now, whatever similarity and sometimes identity of 
views we discover through this contact provide evidence for us to see 
that our new modes of approach follow the same course as does the 
quest of the honest-thinking part of humanity. 

It is natural for me as a communist to stay constantly in touch with 
the representatives of the communist movement in foreign countries. 
Much has changed in these contacts in the past years. We are mov- 
ing away from inter-party diplomacy which sometimes sugar-coated 
the truth or, worse still, dealt in Aesopian fables. 

No matter what the opponents of communism think, communism 
originated and exists in the interests of man and his freedom, in or- 
der to defend his genuine rights, and justice on earth. Communism 
has a tremendous potential for humanitarianism. That is why our 
shared world outlook, and the ideas, assessments, considerations and 
mutual benevolent criticism, which we exchange with our friends in 
spirit, are indispensable. They help to develop a new way of thinking 
and to apply politically the rich accumulation of international expe- 
rience which reflects the interests and sentiments of the working 
people. 

We see the intensified international contacts between scientists, 
cultural personalities and intellectuals in general, and their profes- 
sional movements, as an attempt to bring the best forces of their na- 
tions and peoples into their ranks, help them understand the contem- 
porary world and express their opinion about its future so as to 
prevent the ultimate disaster. 

This applies not only to disarmament, demilitarization of individ- 
ual attitudes and of society itself, but also to such problems of com- 
mon concem to humanity as the ecological danger, the energy and 
resource prospects, health care, education, foodstuffs, population 
growth, information aggression, etc. We find very many points of 
contact and very many useful things through exchanges with men of 
science and culture and authoritative members of the public on all of 
these matters. 

I would say it has become imperative for politicians and represen- 
tatives of science and culture to meet and keep up an exchange of 
views—it would seem this must become a natural thing for them to 
want in the present conditions. 
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I recently talked with an outstanding Latin-American writer, Ga- 
briel Garcia Marquez. A great mind indeed. His range of thinking is 
global: reading just one of his books shows this. So it has turned out 
that, while talking about the restructuring under way in the Soviet 
Union, one can delve into any international and social problem of 
our times. For the whole world needs restructuring, i.e., qualitative 
change and progressive development. The opinion of such a man 
matters a lot. And it is precisely because it reflects the thoughts, cares 
and sentiments of millions—white, black, yellow, all people of the 
Earth—that it inspires one. This means that what we have started to 
do at home may be of benefit to other peoples as well. 

We welcome the direct influence of numerous and diverse public 
movements—trade union, women’s, youth, anti-war or ecological 
movements—on intemational politics, an influence which has greatly 
increased in the last few years. They invade, with their imperative 
demands and their sense of responsibility, what was once solely the 
domain of diplomacy. 

It is only fair that people should have first-hand information about 
the intentions of the statesmen on whom the course of events in the 
key areas of international life actually depends. I have met a dele- 
gation of the World Federation of Trade Unions. It is the biggest 
trade union center, having hundreds of millions of working people 
from many nations of the world behind it. The delegation handed me 
a document of the 11th World Trade Union Congress with an appeal 
to the US President and to myself. The significance of this document 
lies, in my view, in the fact that it represents the will of the working 
class, reflecting humankind’s common interest in a safe peace. This 
document and the frank conversation I had with trade union leaders 
convinced me that the historic mission of the working class as a 
spokesman—through its own interests—for the interests of all social 
development is still alive, even now, when conditions have so radi- 
cally changed. 

I was deeply moved by the World Congress of Women which met 
in Moscow in June 1987. I was asked to speak there. It was a very 
representative forum—women from over 150 countries. What I felt 
when I heard the delegates speak and when I talked to them was an 
impressive personal involvement in what is going on in the world. 
Indeed, women, whose natural predestination is to preserve and con- 
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tinue the human race, are the most unselfish, self-sacrificing and nu- 
merous champions of the idea of peace. I gained much by attending 
this congress, both emotionally and politically. 

Every day I receive scores of letters, messages and telegrams from 
all over the world—from politicians and public figures, mayors, MPs 
and businessmen and most of all from ordinary people, from couples, 
as well as families and children, plus many collective appeals. Some 
of them are really moving, containing verses, poems, drawings, 
small, hand-made souvenirs, diplomas from schools, groups and 
clubs, and even prayers. And behind these diverse human feelings 
and thoughts is an anxiety for the future of peace and the hope that 
humanity is worthy of something better than life under the threat of 
a nuclear holocaust. 

However busy I may be, I try my best to answer these letters. The 
most important thing these messages and appeals show is confidence 
in the Soviet Union and in our present policies. We treasure this con- 
fidence and we will do all we can to justify it with our actions both 
at home and in international affairs. 

Such communication with people from all over the world rein- 
forces my conviction that the prospects for civilization are not hope- 
less, since the best minds and honest people think and worry about 
its present and future, and are ready to devote their talent, knowl- 
edge, time and emotional energy to preserving this world and build- 
ing a better and more just one. So, while basing our policy on new 
thinking, we do not propose to confine ourselves to the ideas we are 
used to and to the political language that is typically ours. We have 
no intention whatsoever of converting everyone to Marxism. The new 
political thinking can, and must, imbibe the experience of all peoples 
and ensure the mutual enrichment and confluence of various cultural 
traditions. 


For Honest and Open Foreign Policy 


The Soviet leadership is striving to handle foreign affairs in a new 
way. Dialogue is the first thing I must mention in this context. One 
can hardly speak of achieving mutual understanding without it. Once 
we had embraced the principles of the new thinking, we made dia- 
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logue a basic instrument to test them out in international practice. 
Moreover, by means of dialogue we check how realistic our ideas, 
initiatives and international actions are. And we note with satisfaction 
that this word, though, unlike perestroika, not of Russian origin, has 
struck deep root in the diplomatic vocabulary in recent years. And 
political dialogue itself has come to play a more important role in 
international relations than ever before. 

During the two and a half years I have been General Secretary, I 
have had no less than 150 meetings and talks with heads of state and 
government, leaders of parliaments and parties—Communist, Social 
Democratic, Liberal, Conservative—and with politicians and public 
figures of various levels from Europe, the Americas, Asia and Af- 
rica. This has also become standard practice for many of my col- 
leagues in the Soviet leadership. It is a great school for us. I think 
that such dialogue is useful for most of our interlocutors as well. It 
serves to shape and strengthen civilized international relations so es- 
sential to the modern world. 

Furthermore, we want to retum to the true, original meaning of 
the words we use in international contacts. In declaring our commit- 
ment to honest and open politics, we do mean honesty, decency and 
sincerity, and we follow these principles in our actions. By them- 
selves, these principles are not new—we have inherited them from 
Lenin. What is new is that we are trying to free them of the ambi- 
guities which are so widespread in the moder world. What is also 
new is that the present situation makes them mandatory for all. 

We have, as a matter of fact, excluded all discrepancy between 
what we tell our foreign interlocutors behind closed doors and what 
we declare and do in public. I must confess I am not in favor of such 
intricate diplomacy whereby you fail to understand in the end what 
your partner wanted to say during a meeting or in an exchange of 
messages. I am in favor of an open, really working policy. It must 
not be a double-faced policy, for its predictability is an indispensable 
condition for international stability. There must be more light and 
more openness in international affairs and less tactical maneuvering 
and verbal juggling. No one can fool anyone else any longer. I keep 
repeating this to the people I talk to from the West. What is required 
of leaders today is a correct assessment of realities, a lucid mind and 
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an increased sense of responsibility. That is to say, serious politics 
is required rather than playing at politics, or politicking. 

1 think the new style in international relations implies extending 
their framework far beyond the limits of the diplomatic process 
proper. Parliaments, along with governments, are becoming increas- 
ingly active participants in international contacts, and this is an en- 
couraging development. It points to a trend toward greater democracy 
in international relations. The wide-scale invasion of this domain by 
public opinion, international and national public organizations is a 
sign of our times. Public, citizen diplomacy, a way of addressing the 
peoples directly, is becoming a standard means of interstate contact. 

Using the methods of citizen diplomacy is no trick. We just pro- 
ceed from the realization that the whole burden of the arms race, not 
to mention the possible consequences of international conflicts, rests 
on the people. We want the Soviet Union’s position to be brought 
home to the peoples of the world. 

At this point, I must touch on the acute and topical issue of the 
relationship between politics and propaganda. The response to our 
foreign policy initiatives has often been: ‘‘This is propaganda!’’ It 
has to be recognized that foreign policy proposals in this age of mass 
information and mass interest in international problems are always 
accompanied by propaganda. They must ‘‘impress.’? American lead- 
ers, for example, begin to advertise their intended international moves 
long before they announce them officially and always present them 
as ‘‘major,’” ‘‘historic,”’’ ‘‘crucial,’’ etc. But what matters, after all, 
is the true character and purpose of the proposals: whether they are 
designed to be actually put into practice, whether they are realistic, 
whether they take into account the interests of all the parties con- 
cerned or whether they are propaganda and made just to arouse com- 
motion. So I can declare with a full sense of responsibility that all 
our initiatives mean business, that they are, to quote Lenin, ‘‘slogans 
for action,’’ not ‘‘slogans of propaganda.”’ 

At this point I can repeat with clear conscience what I said to Time 
magazine in August 1985. After all, if they really see nothing but 
propaganda in whatever we do, why not respond to it according to 
the principle of ‘‘tit for tat’’? We suspended nuclear explosions. So 
why couldn’t the Americans do the same in retaliation, and follow 
that up with yet another ‘‘propaganda blow’’ by suspending, say, the 
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development of one of their new strategic missiles? And we would 
respond with just the same kind of ‘‘propaganda,’’ and so on and so 
forth. Who, one may wonder, could stand to lose from this kind of 
‘‘propaganda’’ competition? 

Two and a half years is not such a long time. Judging by all the 
signs, the period we are talking about has proved to be full of great 
substance. What is the main thing here? Some people may say that 
the new political thinking is still making its way into world politics 
with difficulty. And this is true. Some may say that the inertia of the 
old way of thinking is still stronger than the new trends. And this is 
also true. And still the main thing is that the difficult job of laying 
the ground for reshaping international relations has been done. And 
we believe that the world will be changing for the better. It is al- 
ready changing. 


Restructuring in the USSR and the 
Socialist World 


The essence of our internationalist principle is: making important, 
meaningful decisions at home, and carefully weighing up what this 
will mean for socialism as a whole. It goes without saying that no 
socialist country can successfully move forward in a healthy rhythm 
without understanding, solidarity and mutually beneficial cooperation 
with the other fraternal nations, or at times even without their help. 


On Real Socialism 


When we embarked on the course of perestroika, we proceeded from 
the premise that restructuring was working, and would continue to 
work. To strengthen socialism as a whole in that restructuring is the 
cause of the whole Soviet people, and is designed to raise our society 
to a qualitatively new level. This is the first point. 

The second point is that both the course we have chosen and the 
need to pick up our pace have made us look at how to develop co- 
operation with other socialist countries in a broad historical context. 
The resulting conclusion—and the fraternal parties have all reached 
this conclusion—is that greater dynamism should be imparted to our 
cooperation, that this sphere too is ready for a kind of restructuring. 
Our thoughts, and later our initiatives, were based on the following. 

Over the postwar decades socialism has become a strong interna- 
tional formation and a major factor in world politics. A socialist form 
of economy functions in a large group of countries. The foundations 
have been laid for an international socialist division of labor. Mul- 
tilateral organizations of socialist states have gained a varied expe- 
rience of activity. Scientific and cultural exchanges have assumed 
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large proportions. Of course, this does not mean that the develop- 
ment of world socialism always proceeded successfully. 

The initial economic level of countries that have taken the socialist 
path of development differed considerably. Even today it is far from 
identical. This is one of the difficulties in realizing socialism’s over- 
all potential and in perfecting the mechanisms of integration. 

Socialism has gone through complicated phases of development. In 
the first postwar decades, only the Soviet Union had any experience 
in the building of a new society. It had to be responsible for every- 
thing that was happening, for good and bad. The character of eco- 
nomic relations with other socialist countries was also in line with 
this; these relations developed with emphasis on Soviet raw materials 
and fuel supplies and on the Soviet Union’s aid in creating basic in- 
dustries. In the field of state building, too, the fraternal socialist states 
largely relied on the Soviet example. To an extent, this was inevi- 
table. Assertions concerning the imposition of the ‘‘Soviet model’’ 
distort this objective necessity of that time. The first socialist state’s 
experience and help on the whole fostered the other countries’ efforts 
to build a new society. 

But it was not without losses, and rather serious ones at that. 
Drawing on the Soviet experience, some countries failed duly to con- 
sider their own specifics. Even worse, a stereotyped approach was 
given an ideological tint by some of our theoreticians and especially 
practical leaders who acted as almost the sole guardians of truth. 
Without taking into consideration the novelty of problems and the 
specific features of different socialist countries, they sometimes dis- 
played suspicion toward those countries’ approaches to certain prob- 
lems. 

On the other hand, there grew in a number of socialist countries 
tendencies towards a certain introversion, which gave rise to subjec- 
tive assessments and actions. Moreover, the socialist nations have 
been a target of massive pressure from imperialism—political, mili- 
tary, economic and ideological—ever since their birth. 

In some cases all this led to certain objective processes and to the 
emergence of problems that were not noticed in time by the ruling 
party and the leadership. As regards our friends in the socialist coun- 
tries, they usually kept quiet, even when they noticed something of 
concem. Frankness was frowned upon, and could be ‘‘misunder- 
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stood,’’ so to speak. Some socialist countries went through serious 
crises in their development. Such was the case, for instance, in Hun- 
gary in 1956, in Czechoslovakia in 1968, and in Poland in 1956 and 
then again in the early 1980s. Each of these crises had its own spe- 
cific features. They were dealt with differently. But the fact is that a 
retum to the old order did not occur in any of the socialist nations. 
I want to note here that it was not socialism that was to blame for 
the difficulties and complexities of the socialist countries’ develop- 
ment, but, chiefly, miscalculations by the ruling parties. And, of 
course, the West can also be ‘‘credited’’ with helping, through its 
constant and stubbom attempts to undermine the development of the 
socialist states, to trip them up. 

Through hard, and at times bitter, trials the socialist countries ac- 
cumulated their experience in carrying out socialist transformations. 
The ruling communist parties’ practice, as well as theoretical work, 
gradually produced a fuller and more precise idea of the methods, 
ways and means for a socialist transformation of society. Marx, En- 
gels and Lenin, who theoretically substantiated the principles on 
which the concept of socialism is founded, did not seek to give a 
detailed picture of the future society. And this is in general impos- 
sible to do. This picture acquired its outlines and is still in the mak- 
ing as a result of the revolutionary creative work of all the socialist 
States. 

There were also serious falterings in relations between socialist 
countries. Particularly grave was the disruption of the USSR’s 
friendly relations with Yugoslavia, with the People’s Republic of 
China and with Albania. In general there were enough bitter lessons. 
But communists learned. We are still learning today. 

In general, an advantage of socialism is its ability to leam. To leam 
how to solve the problems being raised by life. To learn how to avert 
crisis situations which our opponents try to create and use against us. 
To learn how to resist attempts to stratify the socialist world and pit 
some countries against others. To learn how to prevent conflicts of 
interest between different socialist states, by harmonizing these inter- 
ests and finding mutually acceptable solutions to the most complex 
problems. 

What has world socialism achieved by the mid-1980s? Now we can 
safely state that the socialist system has firmly established itself in a 
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large group of nations, that the socialist countries’ economic potential 
has been steadily increasing, and that its cultural and spiritual values 
are profoundly moral and that they ennoble people. 

But in this case one may ask: if all is so well, why is perestroika 
exciting so much interest concerning relations between the socialist 
countries? Well, it’s a legitimate question. 

Generally speaking, the answer is simple enough: the initial phase 
of world socialism’s rise and development is over, but the forms of 
relations which were established at that time have remained virtually 
unchanged. Furthermore, negative accretions in these relations were 
not examined with a sufficient degree of frankness, which means that 
not everything obstructing their development and preventing them 
from entering a new, contemporary stage was identified. Meanwhile, 
each socialist country, each socialist society, has accumulated con- 
siderable potential of its own in every field of life. Socialism’s pres- 
tige and possibilities would be directly harmed if we clung to the old 
forms of cooperation or limited ourselves to them. 

Indeed, beginning with the end of the 1970s, contacts between 
leaders of fraternal countries became more and more for show rather 
than for real business. There was less trust in them and their ap- 
proach was more businesslike. 

Now many things have changed. Over the past two and a half years 
the Soviet Union and its friends in the socialist community have 
jointly carried out great work. This needs to be, and is being, con- 
tinued. The entire range of political, economic and humanitarian re- 
lations with the socialist countries is being cast anew. This is dictated 
by the objective needs of each country’s development and by the in- 
ternational situation as a whole, rather than by emotions. 


Toward New Relations 


The role of the Soviet Union in the socialist community in the con- 
ditions of perestroika is determined by the objective position of our 
country. Whether things are going well in our country or whether they 
are going poorly, this inevitably affects everyone. But the level of 
interaction we are now reaching is the result of more than just the 
work we are doing at home. It is first and foremost the result of the 
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joint activities and concerted efforts of the fraternal countries. And 
we have thoroughly discussed every aspect of cooperation with our 
friends and allies. 

We all proceed from the premise that at this crucial stage in world 
development, socialism must show in full measure the dynamism of 
its political and economic system, a humane way of life. Socialist 
community relations are already being readapted to the requirements 
of the time. We are far from euphoric: the work is just gaining mo- 
mentum. But the major goals have been defined. 

What do these reference points imply? First of all, the entire 
framework of political relations between the socialist countries must 
be strictly based on absolute independence. This is the view held by 
the leaders of all fraternal countries. The independence of each Party, 
its sovereign right to decide the issues facing its country and its re- 
sponsibility to its nation are the unquestionable principles. 

We are also firmly convinced that the socialist community will be 
successful only if every party and state cares for both its own and 
common interests, if it respects its friends and allies, heeds their in- 
terests and pays attention to the experience of others. Awareness of 
this relationship between domestic issues and the interests of world 
socialism is typical of the countries of the socialist community. We 
are united, in unity resides our strength, and from unity we draw our 
confidence that we will cope with the issues set forth by our time. 

Collaboration between the ruling communist parties is pivotal to 
cooperation between the socialist countries. Over the past few years 
we have had meetings and detailed discussions with the leadership of 
every fraternal country. The forms of this cooperation are also being 
renewed. A new, and probably key, link in this is the institution of 
multilateral working meetings between the leaders of fraternal coun- 
tries. Such meetings enable us to confer, promptly and in a com- 
radely manner, on the entire range of issues of socialist development 
and its domestic and foreign aspects. 

The extension, in the complicated international situation, of the 
term of the Warsaw Treaty, by virtue of a unanimous decision, was 
a crucial event. Regular meetings of the Warsaw Treaty’s Political 
Consultative Committee pave the way for an accumulation of the 
ideas and initiatives of its participants, and allow them to ‘‘synchro- 
nize their watches,’’ so to speak. 
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What is intended is the harmonization of the initiatives of each fra- 
ternal country with a common line in international affairs. Experience 
has shown how important both components of the formula are. No 
fratemal country—and we attribute this to the USSR in full mea- 
sure—can resolve its tasks on the international scene if it is isolated 
from the general course. Likewise, a coordinated foreign policy of 
our states can be efficient only provided the contribution of each 
country to the common cause is duly taken into account. 

As far as economic relations are concerned, we have been devel- 
oping them on the basis of consistent observance of the principles of 
mutual advantage and mutual assistance. We have reached an under- 
standing that all of us are now in need of a breakthrough in science 
and technology and in the economic field. To this end, we have elab- 
orated and adopted a comprehensive program for scientific and tech- 
nological progress aimed at sharply increasing production efficiency, 
at doubling and even tripling productivity by the year 2000. Is this 
utopian? No. The socialist community has everything it needs to ac- 
complish this task, including a formidable production capability, a 
vast number of research and engineering projects, as well as enough 
natural resources and manpower. Our plan-based system, too, en- 
ables us to channel considerable resources towards satisfying needs 
of prior importance. 

The leaders of the member-states of the Council for Mutual Eco- 
nomic Assistance (CMEA), as a result of discussions, arrived at the 
conclusion that all structural components of the socialist system must 
function more efficiently. This is what all of us agree on. But it does 
not mean, of course, that these processes will proceed in an identical 
way in all socialist countries. For each nation has its own traditions, 
peculiarities and ways in which its political institutions function. In 
principle, all socialist countries are in one way or another going 
through the process of searching for renewal and profound transfor- 
mations. But each country, that is its leadership and its people, de- 
cides independently what scope, scale, forms, rates and methods these 
transformations should have. There are no differences on that score; 
there are only specific features. 

The French Prime Minister, Jacques Chirac, asked me: ‘“‘Do you 
think the spirit of perestroika will bear its impact on all socialist states 
of Eastern Europe?’’ I said the influence is mutual. We borrow 
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something from the experience of our friends and they take from us 
what they think suits them best. In short, it is a process of mutual 
exchange and enrichment. 

Speaking honestly, it seemed to me that the point was raised out 
of more than a desire to know how we had been doing. It was to a 
certain extent prompted by rumors about some of our friends being 
in ‘‘disagreement’’ with the Soviet leadership’s line towards pere- 
stroika. What can I say about this? We have no serious disagree- 
ments with our friends and allies. We are used to speaking frankly 
and in a businesslike manner. And, to my mind, we gain more from 
a critical and earmest evaluation of our moves and initiatives than 
from loud applause for just anything we have done. That’s the first 
point. The second, and I will repeat it in this context, is that we do 
not claim we are the only ones to know the truth. Truth is sought in 
a joint quest and effort. 

But let me say a few more words about economic affairs. We see 
direct links between companies and enterprises and specialization as 
the chief reserve and leverage for deepening our integration. It is ex- 
actly along these lines that we are restructuring our foreign economic 
activities and removing barriers preventing enterprises from finding 
appropriate partners in fraternal countries and deciding on their own 
how to cooperate with them. We are launching joint socialist com- 
panies, including those expected to meet our countries’ needs for the 
most sophisticated goods more quickly. Such companies are being set 
up in services, construction and transport. The Soviet Union is pre- 
pared to offer them some lucrative orders. We are also prepared to 
consider the possibility of involving Western businessmen in the ac- 
tivities of such companies. 

We hope to accelerate the process of integration in the forthcoming 
few years. To this end, the CMEA should increasingly focus on two 
major issues. 

First, it will coordinate economic policies, elaborate long-term 
programs for cooperation in some crucial fields and promote major 
joint research and engineering programs and projects. In doing so it 
is possible and expedient to cooperate with non-socialist countries and 
their organizations, the EEC above all. 

Second, the CMEA will focus on the development and coordina- 
tion of normative standards for the integration mechanism, as well as 
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on legal and economic conditions for direct cooperation links, in- 
cluding, of course, the fixing of prices. 

We want the CMEA to have less administrative regimentation, 
fewer committees and commissions, and to pay greater attention to 
economic incentives, initiative, the socialist spirit of enterprise, and 
to an increase in the involvement of work collectives in the process. 
We and our friends think that the CMEA must get rid of a surplus 
of paper work and bureaucratic muddle. 

In no way does the CMEA infringe on the independence of any 
participating state and its sovereign right to be in charge of its own 
resources and capabilities and to do everything for the benefit of its 
people. The CMEA is not a supranational organization. In decision- 
making it relies on the principle of consensus, rather than on a ma- 
jority vote. The only important thing is that any country’s lack of 
desire or interest to participate in a project should not serve as a re- 
straint on others. Anyone who wants to participate is welcome to do 
so; if not, one can wait and see how the others are doing. Every 
country is free to decide if it is prepared for such cooperation and 
how far it is going to be involved. I believe this is the only correct 
approach. 

We also have a task of great magnitude concerning cooperation in 
the intellectual sphere. Change is imperative here too. In fact, each 
of the socialist countries is a social laboratory testing the various 
forms and methods of the socialist constructive effort. This is why, 
in our view, exchanging experience in socialist construction, and 
summing up such experience, is becoming increasingly significant. 

We Soviet communists, as we consider the future of socialism, 
proceed from Lenin’s idea that this future will be created through a 
series of efforts made by various countries. This is why we naturally 
believe that a good way to judge the earnestness of a ruling party is 
to look at how it uses its own experience, as well as the experience 
of its friends, and the world experience. As for the value of this ex- 
perience, we have one criterion here: social and political practice— 
the results of social development and economic growth, and the 
strengthening of socialism in practice. Our science, our press and our 
specialists are now analyzing the experience of the fraternal countries 
on a much broader scale and much more actively so as to apply it 
creatively to Soviet conditions. 
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For their part, these countries show an immense interest in what is 
happening in the USSR. I saw this when I met with the leaders of the 
socialist countries and with rank-and-file citizens during my trips abroad. 
Here is a small illustration. During my visit to Czechoslovakia, I had 
the opportunity to talk with people on the streets and in the factories 
of Prague; they would tell me: ‘‘What you’re doing now is the right 
thing!’” One young man noted: ‘‘So it boils down to: ‘Speak the truth, 
love the truth, and wish others the truth.’ ’’ I added: ‘‘And act ac- 
cording to the truth. This is the most difficult science.’’ I went on to 
say: ‘‘Life is harder than any school; not everything comes easy. Some- 
times you have to retreat, and then advance. It is agonizing to think, 
analyze and re-analyze, but you shouldn’t be afraid of this.” 

The general conclusion of the Soviet leadership is that we can reach 
a new level of friendship between the socialist countries by devel- 
oping ties among their work collectives and their individuals as well 
as through an exchange of experience. Our ties in all spheres are be- 
coming more vigorous. We’ve made a good start. The solid network 
of contacts along Party, state and public lines plays an important and 
even decisive part in the cooperation among the fraternal countries. 
We have various types of contacts—from those between enterprises, 
work teams, families, children’s and youth organizations, universities 
and schools, creative unions and cultural figures and individuals, to 
permanent business ties between department officials, members of 
governments and Central Committee secretaries. 

A few words about our relations with the People’s Republic of 
China, where very interesting and in many respects fruitful ideas are 
being realized in the process of the ‘‘four modernizations.’’ We view 
China as a great socialist power, and are taking definite steps to en- 
sure that the development of Sino-Soviet relations takes place in a 
spirit of good-neighborliness and cooperation. There has already been 
a definite improvement. We believe that the period of alienation is 
past. We invite our Chinese comrades to work together with us to 
develop good relations between our two countries and peoples. 

The current stage of historical development puts a strict demand 
on the socialist states: to pick up the pace, to move to the econom- 
ically, scientifically and technologically most advanced positions, and 
convincingly to demonstrate the attractiveness of the socialist way of 
life. 
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We have been frank and self-critical in our assessment of the past 
development and have bome our share of the blame for failures in 
the socialist community. Our friends were quick to respond. This has 
paved the way for restructuring relations, for bringing them to a new, 
contemporary level. 

Together we have achieved a great deal in recent years in politics, 
economics and in the exchange of information. If everything is not 
yet successful, this does not make us nervous. We are working per- 
sistently, exploring fresh approaches. The main thing is that we are 
convinced of the importance of cooperation and the need to enhance 
it. At the current stage in history, which is in effect a turning point, 
the ruling parties of the socialist countries are aware of the great ex- 
tent of their responsibility, nationally and internationally, and are 
persistently looking for further ways to accelerate social develop- 
ment. An orientation toward scientific and technological progress, 
people’s creative endeavor and the development of democracy is the 
guarantee that in the coming period socialism will, contrary to the 
prophecies of all ill-wishers, reveal even more fully its real potential. 

Revolutionary changes are becoming part and parcel of the vast so- 


cialist world. They are gaining momentum. This applies to the so- 
cialist countries, but it is also a contribution to the progress of world 
civilization. 


The Third World in the 
International Community 


The emergence into the international arena of over a hundred Asian, 
African and Latin American countries, which have embarked upon 
the path of independent development, is one of the great realities of 
the present-day world. We acclaim this twentieth-century phenome- 
non. This is a huge and diverse world with vast interests and difficult 
problems. We realize that the future of civilization hinges on how 
this world develops. 

The responsibility for these dozens of countries with their aggre- 
gate population of many millions, and the responsibility for harness- 
ing their enormous potential for the benefit of world progress, does 
not lie with them alone. 

On the one hand, in the Third World we see examples of rapid, 
albeit uneven and painful, economic growth. Many countries are be- 
coming modern industrialized states, and several are growing into 
great powers. The independent policy of most Third World states, 
which rests upon acquired national dignity, is increasingly affecting 
international affairs as a whole. 

On the other hand, poverty, inhuman living conditions, illiteracy 
and ignorance, malnutrition and hunger, alarming child mortality, and 
epidemics remain common features of life for the two and a half bil- 
lion people who inhabit these former colonies and semi-colonies. 
Such is the bitter truth. In the early eighties the per capita income in 
Third World countries was eleven times lower than that in the in- 
dustrialized capitalist countries. This gap is widening rather than nar- 
rowing. 

Nevertheless, the rich Western states continue to collect neocolo- 
nialist ‘‘tribute.’’ Over the past decade alone, the profits US corpo- 
rations have siphoned off from the developing countries have quad- 
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tupled investments. Americans may call this profitable business. We 
appraise the situation differently. But I’l] go into that later. 

The developing countries bear the burden of an enormous external 
debt. When combined with the volume of the profits taken out every 
year, the growing debt spells one thing—a bleak development out- 
look and the inevitable aggravation of social, economic and other 
problems that are already extremely serious. 

I recall a conversation I had with President Mitterand. It boiled 
down to the following. Clearly, each capitalist enterprise strives for 
maximum profit. However, a capitalist or a company are forced, 
largely under worker pressure, to reckon with the fact that, if the en- 
terprise is to function effectively, it is imperative that employees’ in- 
comes are guaranteed, and, despite their low level, are sufficient to 
enable them to restore their production capacities, maintain their 
health, upgrade their qualifications, and raise their children. The cap- 
italist is forced to do this, realizing that in doing so he is ensuring 
himself profit today and tomorrow. But capitalism taken as a whole, 
represented by the Western countries, does not want to understand 
even this simple truth in its relations with its former colonies. Cap- 
italism has brought economic relations with Asia, Africa and Latin 
America to a point where entire nations are doomed to economic 
Stagnation, unable to meet their own essential needs, and bogged 
down in monstrous debts. 

These countries will be unable, of course, to pay back the debts 
under the present conditions. If a fair solution is not found, anything 
could happen. The debt of the developing countries has tured into 
a time bomb of sorts. Detonation could have desperate results. A so- 
cial explosion of tremendous destructive force is accumulating. 

The developing countries’ debt is one of the most serious problems 
in the world. It has been in existence for a long time. But it was 
either put off, overlooked or discussed in general terms. Western 
leaders underestimate the danger; they refuse to see the seriousness 
of the economic upheavals that may happen. That is why they pro- 
pose half-baked measures and attempt to salvage the situation with 
palliatives. There is a patent reluctance to take real, substantial steps 
to normalize economic cooperation with the developing countries. 

Extensive efforts are required if genuine changes are to be made 
and a new world economic order established. It will be a long and 
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hard road, and one has to be prepared for any unexpected turn. The 
restructuring of international relations demands that the interests of 
all countries be considered; it requires a balancing of interests, but 
many do not want to give away anything of their own. 


Regional Conflicts 


The dire state of the developing countries is the real reason for many 
of the conflicts in Asia, Africa and Latin America. Discussing this 
with President Reagan at our meeting in Geneva, I told him that first 
of all one had to realize where regional conflicts come from. 

The truth is that, although they are dissimilar in essence and in the 
nature of the opposing forces, they usually arise on local soil, as a 
consequence of internal or regional conflicts which are spawned by 
the colonial past, new social processes, or recurrences of predatory 
policy, or by all three. 

Crises and conflicts are a seedbed for international terrorism. The 
Soviet Union rejects terrorism in principle and is prepared to cooperate 
energetically with other states in eradicating this evil. It is expedient 
to concentrate this work within the United Nations. It would be useful 
to establish under its aegis a tribunal for investigating acts of interna- 
tional terrorism. During a bilateral dialogue with the Western countries 
(in the past year there was a major exchange of views on this score 
between us and the USA, Britain, France, Federal Germany, Italy, 
Canada and Sweden) we came out for the elaboration of effective mea- 
sures to combat terrorism. We are prepared to conclude special bilateral 
agreements. I hope that the front of the common struggle against in- 
ternational terrorism will broaden in the years to come. But one thing 
is indisputable: if terrorism is to be uprooted, it is imperative to elim- 
inate the reasons that engender conflicts and terrorism. 

I have often encountered leading Western politicians who regard the 
very existence of regional conflicts as the product of ‘‘Kremlin con- 
spiratorial activity.’’ How do things really stand? 

In the Middle East, a conflict has been in existence between Israel 
and its neighbors for many years. Moscow is made out to be the culprit, 
as it invariably stands opposed to Israeli expansion and comes out in 
defense of the sovereign rights of the Arab peoples, including the Arab 
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people of Palestine. Non-existent anti-Israeli prejudices are ascribed to 
the Soviet Union, although our country was among the first to promote 
the formation of the state of Israel. 

Important things have to be discussed seriously. The Middle East 
is a complicated knot in which the interests of many countries are 
intertwined. The situation there remains dangerous. We believe it to 
be important for the East and the West that we untie this knot; it is 
important for the entire world. But there is also the view that the 
Middle East issues are altogether impossible to resolve. It is difficult 
even to understand such a position, and it is impossible to agree with 
it for both political and moral considerations. Logically, the only 
conclusion that can be drawn is that the situation is bound to be fur- 
ther aggravated, and that there are bound to be new outbreaks of hos- 
tilities and more suffering for the peoples of the region. Wouldn’t it 
be preferable to take an active stand and support the efforts of those 
who are looking for ways to end the Middle East deadlock by way 
of a just political settlement? 

We understand that under the present circumstances it is difficult to 
reconcile the interests of the conflicting sides. Yet it is essential to try 
to reduce to a common denominator the interests of the Arabs, of Israel 
and of its neighbors and other states. However, we do not at all want 
the process of working towards a settlement, or the very goals of this 
process, in some way to infringe upon the interests of the United States 
and the West. We are not bent on elbowing the US out of the Middle 
East—this is simply unrealistic. But the United States should not com- 
mit itself to unrealistic goals either. 

The main thing here is to take the interests of all sides into con- 
sideration. Specifically, this accounts for our long-standing initiative 
in respect to convening an international conference on the Middle 
East. I mentioned this in a conversation I had with Jimmy Carter. It 
took the Americans ten years to see from their own experience, al- 
though they could have drawn on the experience of their predeces- 
sors, that separate deals are not productive. Only now, having gone 
through a ‘‘retraining’’ course, does it look as though Washington is 
moving toward a more realistic assessment of the situation and re- 
tuming to a broader discussion of these issues. 

It is essential that the negotiations get off the ground. They should 
incorporate existing bilateral and multilateral contacts, and a more 
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vigorous search for a just political settlement. If the conference does 
not prove to be an umbrella for separate deals and steps, if it is aimed 
at a genuine Middle East settlement, with the interests of the Arab 
countries, including those of the Palestinians and Israel, being taken 
into due account, we are prepared to render all manner of assistance 
and to take part in all stages of the conference. And to do so con- 
structively. 

I want to stress in this connection that we do not bear any hostility 
toward Israel in principle. We recognize its legitimate mght to exis- 
tence. However, in the current situation and in the light of actions 
committed by Israel, we cannot agree to the establishment of diplomatic 
relations. If, however, the situation changes, if we see the possibility 
of normalization and settlement in the Middle East, this matter can be 
reconsidered. We have no complexes here. As for the contacts already 
existing between our countries, we will not abandon them. 

Let us take another volatile area of the globe—Central America. 
What is the conflict all about here? The unpopular Somoza regime 
has been overthrown in Nicaragua, and the popular revolution has 
emerged victorious. Again, the Sandinista revolution was declared out 
of hand to be the ‘‘work of Moscow and Cuba.’” Such is the stan- 
dard, hackneyed ideological substantiation for an undeclared war 
against a small country whose only ‘‘fault’’ is that it wants to live 
in its own way, without interference from the outside. Incidentally, 
what has happened in Nicaragua shows what can be expected in other 
countries. We find it preposterous when we hear allegations that Nic- 
aragua ‘‘threatens’’ US security, and that Soviet military bases are 
going to be built there—bases which the Americans supposedly know 
about but which I, for one, have never heard of. 

Margaret Thatcher and I had a lively debate on this point. I said that 
unbearable living conditions had forced the Nicaraguans to carry out 
the revolution. These conditions had been created by Britain’s Amer- 
ican friends, who have made all of Central America into their backyard, 
mercilessly scooping up its resources, and are now wondering why the 
people revolt. What has been happening in Nicaragua is the business 
of the Sandinistas and the Nicaraguan people. Our talk was a straight- 
forward one. I asked Mrs Thatcher: ‘‘You accuse us of solidarity with 
Nicaragua, but do you consider it normal to render assistance to apart- 
heid, or racists? Doesn't the way you look in the eyes of the world 
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public opinion bother you? We sympathize with the liberation move- 
ments of peoples fighting for social justice, while you, as I see it, do 
not. Here our approaches differ.’’ 

Really, if the United States left Nicaragua in peace this would be 
better for the US itself, for the Latin Americans, and for the rest of 
the world. 

Explosive problems cannot be shelved; they will not go away by 
themselves. The situation in Southern Africa has long been tempes- 
tuous. The South African population opposes both apartheid and the 
immoral oppressive regime whose international isolation is growing. 
But many in the West see a communist plot and Moscow influence 
behind that conflict situation, too, though there isn’t a trace of a Soviet 
presence in South Africa, which can’t be said of the US and its allies. 

The same holds true of the situation in the Gulf region. The Soviet 
Union’s evaluation of the situation and of the reasons for its exac- 
erbation is known, it was expressed in official statements. The UN 
Security Council adopted a resolution demanding a ceasefire and a 
halt to all military activities as well as the withdrawal by Iran and 
Iraq of their troops to internationally recognized frontiers. The Soviet 
Union voted for the resolution. But the United States, acting contrary 
to the spirit of the Security Council resolution, is seeking a pretext 
to interfere in the Iran-Iraq conflict and is building up its presence 
in the Gulf region. It alleges that the Soviet Union threatens Wester 
interests, which must be protected, and it furthermore promises to 
stay in the Gulf even after the conflict is over. 

Such is the assessment of all regional conflicts as seen through the 
prism of Soviet-American confrontation. We have the impression that 
the United States needs regional conflicts so as to always have room 
to maneuvre by manipulating the level of confrontation and by using 
a policy of force and anti-Soviet propaganda. The Soviet Union, on 
the other hand, holds that these conflicts should not be used to en- 
gender confrontation between the two systems, especially when they 
involve the USSR and the USA. 

As we took up the question of regional conflicts, the reader may 
wonder what I think of the Afghan issue. Probably, it is not univer- 
sally known that Afghanistan was the first country with which the 
Soviet Union established diplomatic relations. We were always on 
friendly terms with that country, with its kings and tribal chiefs. Cer- 
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tainly, Afghanistan has many problems owing to its extreme back- 
wardness, which largely stemmed from the British rule. Therefore, it 
was quite natural that many Afghans wanted to help their people 
overcome medieval patterns, update state and public institutions, and 
speed up progress. But as soon as progressive changes were charted, 
imperialist quarters began to pressure Afghanistan from without. So, 
in keeping with the Soviet-Afghan treaty, its leaders asked the Soviet 
Union for help. They addressed us eleven times before we assented 
to introduce a limited military contingent into that country. 

We want our soldiers home as soon as possible. The issue has been 
settled in the main. But it is connected with the need to settle the 
situation around Afghanistan politically. We support the present Af- 
ghan leadership’s course of national reconciliation. The Soviet Union 
wants Afghanistan to be independent, sovereign and non-aligned as 
before. It is the sovereign right of the Afghan nation to decide which 
road to take, what government to have, and what development pro- 
grams to implement. And the American interference delays the with- 
drawal of our troops and hampers the enactment of the policy of na- 
tional reconciliation and, hence, the settlement of the whole 
Afghanistan issue. And the transfer of the Stingers to the counter- 
revolutionary bands, which use these missiles to down civilian air- 
craft, is simply immoral and totally unjustifiable. 


Nations Have the Right to Choose 
Their Own Way of Development 


Every nation is entitled to choose its own way of development, to 
dispose of its fate, its territory, and its human and natural resources. 
International relations cannot be normalized if this is not understood 
in all countries. For ideological and social differences, and differ- 
ences in political systems are the result of the choice made by the 


people. A national choice should not be used in international rela- 
tions in such a way as to cause trends and events that can trigger 
conflicts and military confrontation. 

It is high time Western leaders set aside the psychology and no- 
tions of colonial times. They will have to do this sooner or later. As 
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long as the West continues to see the Third World as its sphere of 
influence and continues to exert its sway there, tensions will persist, 
and new hotbeds will appear as anti-imperialist resistance mounts. 

Our Westem opponents do not like it when we talk to them in this 
way. They lose their composure and grow indignant when we call a 
spade a spade. They interpret our evaluations as encroachment on 
traditional links between the United States and Westem Europe, on 
the one hand, and developing countries on the other. They say we 
want living standards to fall in capitalist countries. 

I have explained on many occasions that we do not pursue goals 
inimical to Western interests. We know how important the Middle 
East, Asia, Latin America, other Third World regions and also South 
Africa are for American and West European economies, in particular 
as raw material sources. To cut these links is the last thing we want 
to do, and we have no desire to provoke ruptures in historically 
formed, mutual economic interests. 

But it is high time to recognize that the Third World nations have 
the right to be their own bosses. They have attained political indepen- 
dence after many years of hard struggle. They want to be economically 
independent as well. These countries’ leaders (I have met many in 
person) enjoy the support of their people and want to do something for 
them. They want their countries to be genuinely independent and to be 
able to cooperate with others on equal terms. The desire of these nations 
to use their vast natural and human resources for national progress is 
understandable. They want to live no worse than people in developed 
countries. What they have now is undernourishment and disease. Their 
resources are exploited by developed states and incorporated into the 
latter’s national incomes through the channels of a non-equivalent ex- 
change. Developing countries won’t put up with the situation for much 
longer. 

Such is a contemporary reality which not all in the West wish to 
take into consideration, even though they are well aware of it. But 
it is something to be reckoned with, especially since dozens of coun- 
tries are concemed. 

The sooner this reality is brought home to everyone, in all continents, 
the sooner international relations will become normal. The global sit- 
uation will thus improve. That’s crucial. That’s the key issue. 


ee 
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It is high time to consider the problem on a global scale, to seek 
a way to solve it on a basis of balanced interests and to find orga- 
nizational forms for its solution in the framework of the world com- 
munity. The United Nations is the best forum to discuss the issue. 
We are preparing our proposals on that score. I informed UN Sec- 
retary-General Perez de Cuellar about this during our meeting. He 
approved of the idea of bringing up the issue in the United Nations. 

Most developing countries adhere to non-aligned policies. The non- 
aligned movement arose on that platform to unite over a hundred coun- 
tries, which account for the bulk of the world’s population. The move- 
ment has become a mighty force and a major factor in world affairs. It 
helps to form a new kind of international relations, whatever special 
features and nuances the movement has. The non-aligned movement 
personifies the desire of newly-free nations to cooperate with others on 
an equal basis, and to abolish dictat and hegemonistic attempts from 
international relations. The Soviet Union understands the goals of the 
movement and is in solidarity with it. 

Quite recently, many non-aligned countries thought that disarma- 
ment and the elimination of nuclear arsenals were the prerogatives of 
superpowers, the United States and the Soviet Union, and were of 
little concern to developing countries. However, the movement dis- 
played profound understanding of the interconnection between dis- 
armament and development at the eighth conference of heads of state 
and government of the non-aligned countries in Harare. Its stand was 
Officially voiced there: a well-grounded stand. If the arms race is 
stopped and disarmament effected, enough funds will be saved to set- 
tle the Third World’s gravest problems. 

I discussed the connection between disarmament and development 
with Mr Perez de Cuellar. We agreed that the issue deserves the 
United Nations’ close attention. The Soviet Union tabled specific 
proposals at the UN Conference on the Relationship Between Dis- 
armament and Development. It can only be regretted that the United 
States refused to take part in the conference. 

Today, not just the socialist countries but even many capitalist 
states note the non-aligned movement as a major and positive factor 
in world politics. The Soviet Union welcomes this fact and takes it 
into consideration in its foreign policy. 
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The Asia-Pacific Knot 


The East, specifically Asia and the Pacific region, is now the place 
where civilization is stepping up its pace. Our economy in its de- 
velopment is moving to Siberia and to the Far East. We are therefore 
genuinely interested in promoting Asia-Pacific cooperation. 

The Soviet Union is an Asian, as well as European country, and 
it wants to see that the huge Asia-Pacific region, the area where 
world politics will most likely focus next century, has everything it 
needs to improve the situation in it, and that due account is taken of 
the interests of all the states and of a balance between them. We are 
against this region being somebody’s domain. We want everybody to 
have genuine equality, cooperation, and security. 

In Asia, the issues of peace are perhaps no less acute and painful, 
and in some parts even more so, than in the other areas of the world. 
Naturally, the Soviet Union, India and other states concerned about 
this have put forward various initiatives in different years. The best 
known among them is a proposal to turn the Indian Ocean into a zone 
of peace. It was supported by the UN General Assembly and the non- 
aligned movement. A pledge not to use nuclear weapons first, which 
was assumed by the USSR and the People’s Republic of China, has 
become a key factor of peace in Asia, the Pacific and indeed in the 
whole world. 

When, as General Secretary of the CPSU Central Committee, I first 
met with Rajiv Gandhi, Prime Minister of the Republic of India, in 
May 1985, I suggested that in the context of previous initiatives, and 
to some extent of European experience, it would be a good idea to 
ponder on a general and integrated approach to the issue of security 
in Asia and on the possibility of coordinated efforts by Asian coun- 
tries in that direction. This idea was maturing as I met with leaders 
of European states and with other political figures. I involuntarily 
compared the situation in Asia with that in Europe. And this made 
me think that the Pacific region, because of mounting militarization, 
also needed some system of ‘‘safeguards,’’ like those provided by the 
Helsinki process in Europe. 

The political report by the Central Committee to the 27th CPSU 
Congress stressed the growing significance in Soviet foreign policy 
of the Asian and Pacific directions. We stated that local solutions 
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should be sought without delay, beginning with the coordination and 
then the pooling of efforts to produce political settlements to sensitive 
problems, so as, in parallel and on that basis, to at least take the 
edge off military confrontation in various parts of Asia and to sta- 
bilize the situation there. I advanced the pertinent proposals in Vlad- 
ivostok in July 1986. (They concerned erecting a barrier against the 
spread and build-up of nuclear weapons in Asia and the Pacific re- 
gion; reducing Pacific Ocean naval activities; cutting down the armed 
forces and conventional armaments in Asia; confidence-building 
measures and the non-use of force in the region.) 

While on a visit to that city, it seemed particularly appropriate to 
examine issues of world politics from an Asia-Pacific angle. The sit- 
uation in the Far East as a whole, in Asia and in adjacent ocean ex- 
panses, where we have long been living and sailing, is of paramount 
national interest to us. Here, in the vast space covering almost half 
the globe, there are many major countries, including the USSR, the 
US, India, China, Japan, Vietnam, Mexico and Indonesia. It also 
contains states considered to be medium-sized, but rather large by 
European standards—Canada, the Philippines, Australia and New 
Zealand, and, alongside them, dozens of small and quite tiny ones. 

Incidentally, what a clamor was raised over my speech in Vladi- 
vostok. How many insinuations were made regarding the Soviet 
Union’s decision to ‘‘tackle’’ the Pacific and to establish Soviet he- 
gemony there, and, of course, to infringe upon US interests in the 
first place. But we are already used to such a ‘‘caveman-like’’ re- 
sponse to our initiatives. All our attempts, however tentative, to es- 
tablish good relations or simply diplomatic or commercial ones with 
this or that country in the region are immediately regarded as crafty 
designs. 

But what were the facts? A year after my trip to the Soviet Far 
East I gave an interview to the Indonesian newspaper Merdeka. Its 
editor-in-chief, B. M. Diah, quite correctly assessed the purport of 
my speech there as an invitation to all countries in the region to 
tackle their common problems together. But in listing the countries, 
he omitted to mention the United States. 1 pointed this out to him 
and said that we hoped to cooperate with the United States, too. 
Speculation that our activities and our interest in this region consti- 
tute a threat to the interests of others is absurd. What was said in 
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Vladivostok is an expression of a thought-out policy. No one should 
be worried by it. We state that we are prepared to cooperate with the 
US in the same way as with Japan, the ASEAN countries, India and 
other nations. We invite everyone to act together for peace and for 
the benefit of all. 

In replying to Merdeka’s editor, I backed up our intentions in this 
region with new concrete proposals, the most significant of which is 
one proposing the elimination of all medium-range missiles in the 
Asian part of the Soviet Union, naturally on the basis of a ‘‘global 
zero’’ with the United States. 

Our approach to this enormous part of the world, where so many 
different countries and people are situated, is based on the recogni- 
tion and understanding of the realities existing in it. Our concepts on 
ways to ensure international security and peaceful cooperation in Asia 
and the Pacific Ocean rest on these realities, and stem from our gen- 
uine desire to build up new and just relations in this region together. 

A year later we were able to identify several positive trends—I 
mentioned them in my interview with Merdeka’s editor. But the com- 
plexities and contradictions had not diminished, and the confronta- 
tional trends are growing. This induced us to propose additional 
measures to ease tensions in Asia and the Pacific, measures elabo- 
rating on and specifying the Vladivostok initiatives. 

We follow carefully the stands and initiatives of the states situated 
in that part of the world. Original and constructive ideas have appeared 
of late and are circulating in regional contacts. The specific features of 
the world outlook of the people living there, their historical and political 
experience and their cultural identity can be very helpful in resolving 
the region’s problems, and may well produce ideas which are under- 
standable and acceptable to all. 

We are impressed by ASEAN’s growing contribution to international 
affairs. We are ready to develop our relations with each of the ASEAN 
nations individually and with ASEAN as a whole, with due respect for 
the independent contribution which ASEAN countries make individ- 
ually and collectively to improve the international situation. 

Why do I speak of the importance of an independent line pursued 
by individual countries or a group of countries? It is not because by 
supporting such a line we would like to act to the detriment of the 
other party, but because new international relations can be built solely 
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on the basis of an independent line. Up until now international re- 
lations have depended greatly on moves by certain countries or groups 
of countries. This did not improve the situation in the world. Such 
is the lesson of the past which should be learned by all serious- 
minded politicians. New relations in our complex world, and in such 
an intricate region as Asia and the Pacific, can be built only along 
the road of cooperation where the interests of all states are brought 
together. The type of relationship inherited from the past, with a me- 
tropolis being on one side and colonies on the other, has outlived 
itself. It must give way to a new type of relationship. 

There was much comment when it was suggested that there be in 
the foreseeable future a Pacific conference attended by all countries 
gravitating towards the ocean. This idea was put forward as a kind 
of a working hypothesis, or, to be more precise, as an invitation to 
discussion. The similarity to Helsinki is explained by the fact that the 
world community does not yet have any other experience of this kind. 
It does not mean, however, that the European ‘‘model’’ can be trans- 
planted to Asia-Pacific soil. But in our time any international exper- 
iment has some general, global traits. 

Among the questions put to me by the newspaper Merdeka was 
this one: ‘‘How do you visualize the role of the USSR in the de- 
velopment of regional economic cooperation?’’ In line with the con- 
cept of our country’s accelerated social and economic growth, we pay 
special attention to the territories east of the Urals whose economic 
potential is several times that of the European part of the USSR. We 
believe that joint firms and ventures set up in collaboration with the 
business circles of Asia-Pacific countries could take part in tapping 
the wealth of these areas. 


On Nuclear Disarmament in Asia 


Heeding the opinion and concern of Asian countries, the Soviet Union 
has taken a major step forward by agreeing to a ‘‘global double-zero”’ 
with regard to medium- and shorter-range missiles. We have also ex- 
pressed readiness not to increase the number of nuclear-capable air- 
craft in the Asian part of our country if the US agrees not to deploy 
in that area additional nuclear weapons that can reach Soviet terri- 
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tory. We expect that all this will give an impetus to the process of 
nuclear disarmament in Asia. 

Despite the complexity and motley design of the Asian and Pacific 
tableau and the uneven distribution of bright and dark colors in it, 
the essentially anti-nuclear make-up of the general picture is obvious. 
And it is already possible to start moving toward the elimination of 
nuclear weapons in Asia. A major step in this direction could, for 
example, be the creation of nuclear-free zones. The Soviet Union is 
known to have signed the protocols to the Rarotonga Treaty to es- 
tablish such a zone in the South Pacific. We also support other coun- 
tries’ proposals to set up nuclear-weapon-free zones in South-East 
Asia and on the Korean peninsula. An international conference on the 
Indian Ocean could further the purpose of nuclear disarmament by 
considering and deciding the question of declaring this area of the 
world a zone of peace. 

Our methods on and our approach to nuclear disarmament in Asia, 
as in Europe, are identical. Disarmament must be implemented under 
strict international verification, including on-site inspections. We urge 
the United States to start talks about nuclear armaments in the Asia- 
Pacific region and to solve this problem on a reciprocal basis, strictly 
observing the security interests of all. 

Such, in general, is our concept of the way the Asian nuclear knot 
should be untied. By taking up the issue, the states situated in the 
region could embark upon building up a regional security system. 
What is actually meant by normal relations and a favorable situation 
for a region populated by two and a half billion people? It could be 
compared to building a house, with each of us putting a brick or two 
into its walls to raise an edifice of cooperation and mutual under- 
standing step by step, through common efforts. This is a great, chal- 
lenging, but feasible target. 

Efforts in this direction by countries of the two continents—Europe 
and Asia—could be pooled together to become a common Euro-Asian 
process which would give a powerful impulse to an all-embracing 
system of international security. 

The latest developments increasingly convince us that it was cor- 
rect and timely for us to bring up the issue of security for the Asia- 
Pacific region. A great interest has been shown recently in the search 
for ways leading to constructive cooperation on a regional and con- 
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tinental scale. Also our bilateral relations with some countries of the 
Asia-Pacific region have become more dynamic. 


Soviet-Indian Relations 


India, a southern neighbor of ours with a population of 800 million, 
is a great power. It enjoys major influence in the non-aligned move- 
ment and the entire world, and is a crucial factor for Asian and global 
peace. 

Soviet-Indian relations have steadily developed over many years. 
I have met Rajiv Gandhi, the Indian Prime Minister, several times, 
both in Moscow and in Delhi. My visit to India in 1986 left an in- 
delible impression on me. We adopted the now famous Delhi Dec- 
laration during that visit. 

The global interest in the document is natural. The Delhi Decla- 
ration is unprecedented. It demonstrates an entirely new, philosoph- 
ical-political approach to interstate relations. The recognition of the 
priority of universal human values in this space and nuclear age forms 
the philosophical and ethical foundation. Though the document was 
elaborated by two countries, its significance goes far beyond bilateral 
and regional boundaries. 

The very appearance of the Delhi Declaration reflects the unique 
nature of Soviet-Indian relations. We have different social systems, 
but this doesn’t prevent the kind of cooperation between us that spir- 
itually enriches both sides and leads to a broad concurrence of views 
on the fundamental questions of the day. Each country has arrived at 
the outlooks we share in its own way, and has its own motives for 
those attitudes. 

Soviet-Indian relations are exemplary in many respects: in their di- 
verse political, economic, scientific, technical and cultural content, in 
the deep respect and the liking our nations have for each other, and 
in the general tone of our ties which reflects our mutual confidence 
and our heartfelt desire for friendship. How is it possible that India 
and the Soviet Union, two states with different social and political 
systems, have managed to develop relations of such a high quality? 
Because both of them base their policies—not in word but in deed— 
on the principles of sovereignty, equality, non-interference in others’ 
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internal affairs, and cooperation. Both recognize every nation’s right 
to choose its own political system and pattem of social development. 

So we have every reason to say with rightful pride that the Soviet 
Union and India represent an example of good interstate relations, an 
example for others to emulate. In our relations, we see a budding 
world order in which peaceful coexistence and mutually beneficial 
cooperation based on goodwill will be universal norms. 


At a Difficult Watershed 


I have met many African political leaders in the last year and a half 
or so (some of them more than once), and have had thorough dis- 
cussions with them. These were Robert Gabriel Mugabe, Mengistu 
Haile-Mariam, Marcelino dos Santos, Oliver Tambo, Moussa Traoré, 
Mathieu Kérékou and Chadli Bendjedid, to name but a few. All of 
them are influential, widely recognized national leaders. I got the 
impression from our talks that Africa is going through an active pe- 
riod in its development which requires responsibility. Africa is in fer- 
ment. Vital changes are under way there, and many acute problems 
face that part of the world. 

We don’t see Africa as a homogeneous continent where all pro- 
cesses evolve to one and the same pattern. Like any other country in 
the world, every African country possesses its own inimitable fea- 
tures and conducts policies all its own. African leaders also are dif- 
ferent. Some have been at the helm for relatively long periods of 
time, so that the world knows them. Others have only lately ap- 
peared on the African and world scenes, and are gaining practical ex- 
perience. 

We fully appreciate the formidable tasks facing progressive re- 
gimes in Africa. The fact is that their countries have historically been 
linked with their former colonial mother countries, and some of them 
even continue to be dependent on them economically. And although 
imperialism is out to retain its positions by economic and financial 
means, even by resorting to arms, they are determined to pursue a 
course toward consolidating gains. 

The Soviet Union supports these efforts and these policies, for only 
inviolable political sovereignty and economic independence can pro- 
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vide a sound basis for international relations in today’s world. Every 
African nation is lawfully entitled to a free choice of a way of de- 
velopment, and we resolutely condemn all attempts to interfere in 
their domestic affairs. Our country has always acted, and will con- 
tinue to act, in support of the national liberation struggle of African 
nations, including those in southern Africa, where one of the last 
bastions of racism is situated. 

When I met Oliver Tambo, President of the African National Con- 
gress, I said to him: ‘‘We side with you in your struggle against the 
apartheid regime and its henchmen, for a democratic state and in- 
dependent development, for equality of all races and ethnic groups. 
Significantly, more and more white South Africans are condemning 
apartheid, voicing support for the ANC’s goals, and seeking contacts 
with it. That proves once again that there is no future in apartheid.”’ 

We have bonds of friendship with the frontline states in southern 
Africa. We support their just stances and strongly condemn South 
Africa’s hostile actions against them. 

The Soviet Union has no special interests in southern Africa. We 
want only one thing: nations and countries in the region must at last 
have the chance to settle their development issues, their home and 
foreign affairs independently, in peace and stability. 


Latin America: A Time of Major Change 


We also proceed from the same general principles in our relations 
with Latin American countries. That part of the world has unique tra- 
ditions and vast potential. Its nations show a great striving for a bet- 
ter future. They want to make their hopes come true despite all the 
obstacles. The way to freedom is always a difficult one, but we are 
sure that the Latin American drive for progress will gain momentum. 

US right-wing forces and propaganda portray our interest in Latin 
America as an intention to engineer a series of socialist revolutions 
there. Nonsense! The way we have behaved for decades proves that 
we don’t plan anything of the kind. Such schemes run counter to our 
theory, our principles, and our entire concept of foreign policy. 

I said to President Reagan: ‘‘For decades you have looked upon 
Latin America as your doorstep, and behaved there accordingly. Na- 
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tions have had enough of this. Whether they realize their aspirations 
by peaceful or military means is their own affair. It was you who 
planted a bomb in Latin America in the form of its mammoth foreign 
debt. You should really think about this.’’ 

Perhaps the US ruling circles do understand this but will not admit 
it, for they would then have to change their policy, and everybody 
would see that the ‘thand of Moscow’’ is a big lie. 

We do sympathize with the Latin American countries in their ef- 
forts to consolidate their independence in every sphere and cast off 
all neocolonialist fetters, and we have never made any secret of this. 
We much appreciate the energetic foreign policies of Mexico and Ar- 
gentina, their responsible stances on disarmament and international 
security, and their contribution to the initiatives of the Six. We sup- 
port the peace-making efforts of the Contadora Group, initiatives by 
Central American heads of state, and the Guatemala City accord. We 
welcome the democratic changes in many Latin American countries, 
and appreciate the growing consolidation of the countries of the con- 
tinent which will help preserve and strengthen their national sover- 
eignty. 

At the same time, Id like to emphasize once again that we do not 
seek any advantages in Latin America. We don’t want either its raw 
materials, or its cheap labor. We are not going to exploit anti-US 
attitudes, let alone fuel them, nor do we intend to erode the tradi- 
tional links between Latin America and the United States. That would 
be adventurism, not sound politics, and we are realists, not reckless 
adventurers. 

But our sympathies always lie with nations fighting for freedom and 
independence. Let there be no misunderstanding on that score. 


Cooperation, Not Confrontation 


It’s my conviction that the human race has entered a stage where we 
are all dependent on each other. No country or nation should be re- 
garded in total separation from another, let alone pitted against an- 
other. That’s what our communist vocabulary calls internationalism 
and it means promoting universal human values. 

The ruling circles of the West will eventually have to reckon with 
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the interests of Third World nations. Once I asked Gary Hart: ‘‘Can’t 
America offer a different policy to developing countries than the one 
it pursues today? The US can do much to build new interstate rela- 
tions, and lose nothing economically in the process. On the contrary, 
America stands to gain from that. Why should the United States re- 
ject the opportunity as if it doesn’t see on which side its bread is 
buttered?”’ 

A great deal depends on the position of the United States and the 
West as a whole. Above all, it depends on them whether we shall 
be able to untie the knot of the modern world’s problems and break 
the deadlock over the existing development opportunities. If we suc- 
ceed in building new relations based on equality and due regard for 
everyone’s interests, why should we need the existing military ma- 
chine that was designed as an instrument of an expansionist foreign 
policy? 

Understandably, that machine has been built up over the centuries, 
and it’s not so easy to destroy it overnight. But we have approached 
the point where destroy it we must, since millions of Asians, Afri- 
cans and Latin Americans want to live like human beings. I am con- 
vinced that the United States and the Soviet Union can contribute a 
lot to the search for ways to establish new global relations. 

We call on the US Administration to join hands with us in search- 
ing for solutions to the Third World’s problems. There are other ways 
besides compulsion to do it. What we propose is quite realistic. The 
United States should find a way to divert its might, its capital— 
everything that is now being squandered for military purposes—to 
meeting different needs, to solving the modern world’s economic and 
social problems. I’m positive that this is quite possible. More than 
that, the United States could enlist the assistance of other Western 
countries. And may I repeat that all the while it would stand only to 
gain. 


Europe in Soviet Foreign Policy 


May I now make a personal comment. I made my first trip abroad 
as General Secretary of the CPSU Central Committee to France in 
October 1985. About a year earlier, in December 1984, I visited 
Britain at the head of a delegation of the USSR Supreme Soviet. Both 
those trips set me thinking about many things and, first of all, about 
the role and place of Europe in the world. 

Francois Mitterrand expressed what seemed to me an important 
idea at that time. ‘“Why not assume the possibility,’’ he said, ‘‘of 
gradual advance to a broader European policy?’’ A year later, in 
Moscow, he said: ‘‘It is necessary that Europe should really become 
the main protagonist of its own history once again so that it can play 
in full measure its role of a factor for equilibrium and stability in 
international affairs.’” My thoughts went along the same track. Direct 
contacts with the leaders of two leading West European states, with 
parliamentarians and representatives of political parties and business 
interests, helped me make a better and more accurate appraisal of the 
European situation. 

At the 27th Congress of the CPSU, the European direction in our 
foreign policy was characterized as a most important one. We would 
like the position of the Soviet leadership with respect to Western Eu- 
rope to be correctly understood by everyone. 

Both before and since the Congress I have met and talked with 
many prominent West European personalities belonging to different 
political camps. Those contacts have confirmed that the West Euro- 
pean states are also interested in developing relations with the Soviet 
Union. Our country holds a prominent place in their foreign policies. 

So, why such great attention to Europe? 


a 


Some in the West are trying to ‘‘exclude’’ the Soviet Union from 
Europe. Now and then, as if inadvertently, they equate ‘‘Europe’’ 
with ‘‘Westem Europe.’’ Such ploys, however, cannot change the 
geographic and historical realities. Russia’s trade, cultural and polit- 
ical links with other European nations and states have deep roots in 
history. We are Europeans. Old Russia was united with Europe by 
Christianity, and the millennium of its arrival in the land of our 
ancestors will be marked next year. The history of Russia is an or- 
ganic part of the great European history. The Russians, Ukrainians, 
Byelorussians, Moldavians, Lithuanians, Letts, Estonians, Karels and 
other peoples of our country have all made a sizable contribution to 
the development of European civilization. So they rightly regard 
themselves as its lawful inheritors. 

Our common European history is involved and instructive, great 
and tragic. It deserves to be studied and learned from. 

Since long ago, wars have been major landmarks in Europe’s his- 
tory. In the twentieth century, the continent has been the seat of two 
world wars—the most destructive and bloody ever known by man- 
kind. Our people laid the greatest sacrifices at the altar of the lib- 
eration struggle against Hitler’s fascism. More than twenty million 
Soviet people died in that terrible war. 

We are by no means recalling this here in order to belittle the role 
of the other European nations in the fight against fascism. The Soviet 
people respect the contribution made by all the states of the anti-Hit- 
ler coalition and by the Resistance fighters in the defeat of the fascist 
vermin. But we can never agree with the view that the Soviet Union 
joined in the fight against Nazi Germany ‘‘only’’ in 1941, whereas 
before that the others had to fight Hitler ‘‘single-handed.’’ 

When Mrs Thatcher told me something to that effect, I objected, 
reminding her that the Soviet Union had fought against fascism po- 
litically from 1933 and, from 1936, with arms too, by assisting the 
republican government in Spain. As for the non-aggression pact with 
Germany (whose meaning is constantly being distorted by our op- 
ponents), it could have been avoided, as could many other things, if 
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the ruling circles of Britain and France had agreed to cooperate with 
the Soviet Union against the aggressor at that time. 

And who handed over Czechoslovakia to the Nazis? On his retum 
from Munich, Chamberlain said that he had brought peace to the 
British people, but in effect everything turned out otherwise: he had 
brought them war. That was mainly because the British rulers had 
only one thought on their minds: how to tum Hitler against the East, 
against the Soviet Union, and how to crush communism. 

I don’t want to simplify matters, for the East European nations also 
received a difficult legacy. Take, for example, relations between Rus- 
sia and Poland. For centuries they were complicated by a struggle 
between the ruling circles of the two countries. Kings and tsars had 
set Poles to fight Russians and Russians to fight Poles. All those 
wars, violence and invasions poisoned the two peoples’ souls and 
evoked mutual animosity. 

Socialism marked a drastic turn in the centuries-old history of this 
part of the world. The defeat of fascism and the victory of socialist 
revolutions in the East European countries created a new situation on 
the continent. A powerful force emerged which set out to break the 
endless chain of armed conflicts. And now the people of Europe have 
entered a fifth decade without war. 

At the same time, Europe remains an arena of sharp ideological, 
political and military confrontation. Some would trace the division of 
Europe to Yalta and Potsdam and question the historic agreements 
signed there. But that is to turn the facts upside down. Yalta and Pots- 
dam laid the foundation for the postwar arrangement of Europe. They 
are vital in that they were essentially anti-fascist, democratic agree- 
ments. They provided for the elimination of Hitler’s ‘‘new order’’ 
which had deprived entire nations and states of independence and even 
hope for freedom and sovereignty. The logic of the old political think- 
ing led to the division of Europe into two mutually opposed military 
blocs. There is a version circulating in the West according to which 
Europe was split up by the communists. But what about the Fulton 
speech of Churchill? Or the Truman Doctrine? The political division 
of Europe was started by those who brought about the disintegration 
of the anti-Hitler coalition, launched the Cold War against the socialist 
countries and set up the NATO bloc as an instrument of military- 
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political confrontation in Europe. It should be reiterated that the War- 
saw Treaty was signed after the establishment of NATO. 

Because of NATO, Europe once again found itself harnessed to a 
chariot of war, this time one loaded with nuclear explosives. And to- 
day the main blame for the continued division of Europe must be 
placed on those who have turned it into an arena of nuclear missile 
confrontation and are calling for a revision of the European borders, 
ignoring politico-territorial realities. 

For a start, we have repeatedly suggested scrapping the military 
blocs, or at least the military wings of the two alliances. But since 
this proposition of ours has not been accepted, we must take this 
reality into account as well. Even so, we believe that, blocs or no 
blocs, we must still pave the way for a better world and for im- 
proved international relations that would at some stage lead to all 
military alliances being disbanded. 

There have been quite a few dramatic situations and events in the 
postwar history of Europe, but anyway the European states, in accor- 
dance with the concrete conditions and opportunities, made their choice: 
some of them remained capitalist while others moved towards social- 
ism. A truly European policy and a truly European process can only 
be promoted on the basis of recognition of and respect for that reality. 

We resent the belief that Europe is doomed to confrontation be- 
tween blocs and to a continual preparation for war against each other. 
That the socialist countries have not resigned themselves to that pros- 
pect is confirmed by the initiative, put forward by them, that led all 
Europe, the US and Canada to Helsinki. The Final Act adopted there 
showed real ways of attaining unity for the continent on a peaceful 
and equitable basis. 

However, the impetus provided by the famous conference in the 
capital of Finland started waning under the pressure of the winds of a 
second ‘‘Cold War.’’ Much has been said about the causes of this, but 
this is not what we are talking about now. By way of self-criticism I 
will mention just one such cause: the weakening in the economic po- 
sitions of socialism which we allowed in the late seventies and early 
eighties. On the other hand, this proves yet again, contrariwise, as it 
were, that socialism is meant to play the decisive role in subduing the 
enemies of détente and in normalizing relations among all European 
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states to make them those of good neighbors. Whenever socialism lets 
up, militarism, power politics and imperial ambitions surge. 

Today, the Soviet Union and the socialist community have assumed 
the initiative once again. By fortifying socialism, we impart additional 
strength and vitality to the Helsinki process. It is high time everyone 
realized the simple truth that the existing barriers cannot be overcome 
by the West imposing its ways upon the East or vice versa. We must 
tum by joint efforts from confrontation and military rivalry towards 
peaceful coexistence and mutually beneficial cooperation. It is only via 
this understanding that our continent can be united. 


Europe Is Our Common Home 


This metaphor came to my mind in one of my discussions. Although 
seemingly I voiced it in passing, in my mind I had been looking for 
such a formula for a long time. It did not come to me all of a sudden 
but after much thought and, notably, after meetings with many Euro- 
pean leaders. 

Having conditioned myself for a new political outlook, I could no 
longer accept in the old way the multi-colored, patchwork-quilt-like 
political map of Europe. The continent has known more than its share 
of wars and tears. It has had enough. Scanning the panorama of this 
long-suffering land and pondering on the common roots of such a multi- 
form but essentially common European civilization, I felt with growing 
acuteness the artificiality and temporariness of the bloc-to-bloc con- 
frontation and the archaic nature of the ‘‘iron curtain.’’ That was prob- 
ably how the idea of a common European home came to my mind, and 
at the right moment this expression sprang from my tongue by itself. 

Then it came to have a life of its own, so to speak, and appeared in 
the press. There were some reproaches, too; it was said to be abstract 
and meaningless. So I decided to spell out all my views on this 
matter. A suitable occasion presented itself during my visit to 
Czechoslovakia, which lies exactly at the geographical center of Eu- 
rope. That prompted the ‘‘European theme’’ in my public address in 
Prague. 

Europe is indeed a common home where geography and history 
have closely interwoven the destinies of dozens of countries and na- 
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tions. Of course, each of them has its own problems, and each wants 
to live its own life, to follow its own traditions. Therefore, devel- 
oping the metaphor, one may say: the home is common, that is true, 
but each family has its own apartment, and there are different en- 
trances, too. But it is only together, collectively, and by following 
the sensible norms of coexistence that the Europeans can save their 
home, protect it against a conflagration and other calamities, make it 
better and safer, and maintain it in proper order. 

Some people may think this a beautiful fantasy. However, this isn’t 
fantasy, but the outcome of a careful analysis of the situation on the 
continent. If the world needs new relations, Europe needs them above 
all. One may say that the nations of Europe have conceived them in 
suffering, and deserve them. 

The concept of a ‘‘common European home’’ suggests above all 
a degree of integrity, even if its states belong to different social sys- 
tems and opposing military—political alliances. It combines necessity 
with opportunity. 


Necessity: Imperatives for Pan-European Policy 


One can mention a number of objective circumstances which create 
the need for a pan-European policy: 

1. Densely populated and highly urbanized, Europe bristles with 
weapons, both nuclear and conventional. It would not be enough to 
call it a ‘‘powder keg’’ today. The mightiest of military groups, 
equipped with up-to-the-minute hardware which is constantly up- 
dated, confront each other. Thousands of nuclear warheads are con- 
centrated here, while just several dozen would suffice to turn Euro- 
pean soil into a Gehenna. 

2. Even a conventional war, to say nothing of a nuclear one, would 
be disastrous for Europe today. This is not only because conventional 
weapons are many times more destructive than they were during the 
Second World War, but also because there are nuclear power plants 
consisting of a total of some 200 reactor units and a large number of 
major chemical works. The destruction of those facilities in the course 
of conventional hostilities would make the continent uninhabitable. 

3. Europe is one of the most industrialized regions of the world. Its 
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industry and transport have developed to a point where their danger to 
the environment is close to being critical. This problem has crossed far 
beyond national borders, and is now shared by all of Europe. 

4. Integrative processes are developing intensively in both parts of 
Europe. It is time to think what will come next. Will the split in 
Europe be further aggravated or can a blend be found to the benefit 
of both the Eastern and the Western parts in the interests of Europe 
and indeed the rest of the world? The requirements of economic de- 
velopment in both parts of Europe, as well as scientific and tech- 
nological progress, prompt the need for a search for some form of 
mutually advantageous cooperation. What I mean is not some kind 
of *‘European autarky,’’ but better use of the aggregate potential of 
Europe for the benefit of its peoples, and in relations with the rest 
of the world. 

5. The two parts of Europe have a lot of their own problems of an 
East-West dimension, but they also have a common interest in solving 
the extremely acute North-South problem. This does not mean, of 
course, that the countries of Eastem Europe share the responsibility for 
the colonial past of West European powers. But that’s not the point. If 
the destinies of nations in the developing countries are neglected, and 
the very acute problem of how to bridge the gap between the developing 
and industrialized states is ignored, this may have disastrous conse- 
quences for Europe and the rest of the world. (In this regard we share 
the spirit and thrust of the Brandt Commission’s reports on the North- 
South issue and the report of the Socialist International, ‘‘A Global 
Challenge,’ prepared under the guidance of Willy Brandt and Michael 
Manley.) West European states, like the Soviet Union and other so- 
cialist countries, have broad ties with the Third World, and could pool 
their efforts to facilitate its development. 

Such are, by and large, the imperatives of a pan-European policy 
determined by the interests and requirements of Europe as an inte- 
grated whole. 


Europe’s Opportunities 


Now, about the opportunities the Europeans have and the prerequi- 
sites they need to be able to live as dwellers in a ‘‘common home.”’ 
1. The nations of Europe have the most painful and bitter expe- 


‘ See 


EUROPE IN SOVIET FOREIGN POLICY 183 


rience of the two world wars. The awareness of the inadmissibility 
of a new war has left the deepest of imprints on their historical mem- 
ory. It is no coincidence that Europe has the largest and the most 
authoritative antiwar movement, one which has engulfed ali social 
Strata. 

2. European political tradition as regards the level of conduct in 
international affairs is the richest in the world. European states’ no- 
tions of each other are more realistic than in any other region. Their 
political ‘‘acquaintance’’ is broader, longer, and hence closer. 

3. No other continent taken as a whole has such a ramified system 
of bilateral and multilateral negotiations, consultations, treaties and 
contacts at virtually every level. It has to its credit such a unique 
accomplishment in the history of international relations as the Hel- 
sinki process. Hopeful results were produced by the Stockholm Con- 
ference. Then the torch was taken up by Vienna where, we hope, a 
new step in the development of the Helsinki process will be made. 
So, the blueprints for the construction of a common European home 
are all but ready. 

4. The economic, scientific, and technical potential of Europe is 
tremendous. It is dispersed, and the force of repulsion between the 
East and the West of the continent is greater than that of attraction. 
However, the current state of affairs economically, both in the West 
and in the East, and their tangible prospects, are such as to enable 
some modus to be found for a combination of economic processes in 
both parts of Europe to the benefit of all. 

Such is the only reasonable way for a further advance of European 
material civilization. 

Europe ‘‘from the Atlantic to the Urals’’ is a cultural-historical 
entity united by the common heritage of the Renaissance and the En- 
lightenment, of the great philosophical and social teachings of the 
nineteenth and twentieth centuries. These are powerful magnets which 
help policy-makers in their search for ways to mutual understanding 
and cooperation at the level of interstate relations. A tremendous po- 
tential for a policy of peace and neighborliness is inherent in the 
European cultural heritage. Generally, in Europe the new, salutary 
outlook knows much more fertile soil than in any other region where 
the two social systems come into contact. 

I frankly admit that we are glad that the idea of a ‘‘common Euro- 
pean home’’ finds understanding among prominent political and pub- 
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lic figures of not only Eastern, but also Western Europe, including 
those whose political views are far removed from ours. Thus, For- 
eign Minister Genscher of Federal Germany has declared a readiness 
to ‘‘accept the concept of a common European home and to work 
together with the Soviet Union so as to make it a really common 
home.’’ Federal President Richard von Weizsaecker, Italian Foreign 
Minister Giulio Andreotti, and other leaders have spoken to me in 
the same vein. So, the awareness of the community of European cul- 
ture, of the interconnection and interdependence of the destinies of 
all countries of the continent, and of the vital need for cooperation 
by them, has not yet been lost. 

However, there are ideologists and politicians who continue to sow 
mistrust towards the Soviet Union. The majority of West European 
countries, following in the wake of the US, publish a great many 
hysterical articles, but, as always, the French right-wing press is the 
most zealous. It is simply horrified by the very prospect of a better 
situation in Europe. Take, for example, the French weekly L’Ex- 
press. On 6 March 1987 it ascribed to us a desire to establish dom- 
ination over Europe. An article published under the glaring title 
“‘Gorbachev and Europe’’ is patterned after Little Red Riding Hood 
and the Big Bad Wolf. 

I thought: could European readers, European nations be so naive 
as to believe such scribbling? We have faith in the common sense of 
the Europeans, and we realize that sooner or later they will know the 
truth from lies. Judging by the published results of public opinion 
polls, the majority of people in Western Europe seem to appreciate 
the Soviet Union’s open European policy aimed at putting an end to 
the constant quarrels on that continent. 


Two German States 


Pondering the concept of a common European home, we cannot but 
express our attitude to the situation which was produced by the Sec- 
ond World War in the heart of Europe where the two German states— 
the German Democratic Republic and the Federal Republic of Ger- 
many—now exist. I’ve had a rather detailed talk on the matter with 
West Germany’s Federal President Richard von Weizsaecker. He said 
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that people in West Germany are lending an attentive ear to the slo- 
gan of a ‘‘common European home.’” ‘‘How do you understand this 
in West Germany?’’ I asked. And now let me reproduce here the 
short dialogue that followed: 

Richard von Weizsaecker: It is a reference-point which helps us 
visualize the way things should be arranged in this common Euro- 
pean home. Specifically, the extent to which the apartments in it will 
be accessible for reciprocal visits. 

Mikhail Gorbachev: You are quite right. But not everyone may like 
receiving night-time visitors. 

Richard von Weizsaecker: We also aren't especially pleased to have 
a deep trench passing through a common living-room. 

He is referring to the fact that the FRG and the GDR are divided 
by an international border passing, in particular, through Berlin. Such 
is a historically shaped reality engendered by the agreement follow- 
ing the Second World War. 

We can only guess how Germany would look today had it imple- 
mented the Potsdam Agreement in its entirety. There was no other 
basis for Potsdam unity. But not only did the then US, British and 
French leaders sabotage the accords with us; the West German sup- 
porters of power policy also opposed Potsdam. To them Potsdam was 
a nightmare. We all know the result. 

We, naturally, are bound to be alerted by statements to the effect 
that the ‘‘German issue’’ remains open, that not everything is yet 
clear with the ‘‘lands in the East,’’ and that Yalta and Potsdam are 
‘‘illegitimate.’’ Such statements are not infrequent in the Federal Re- 
public of Germany. And let me say quite plainly that all these state- 
ments about the revival of ‘‘German unity’? are far from being 
‘‘Realpolitik,’’ to use the German expression. It has given the FRG 
nothing in the past forty years. Fueling the illusions about a return 
to the ‘‘Germany of the borders of 1937’ means undermining the 
trust in the FRG among its neighbors and other nations. 

No matter what Ronald Reagan and other Western leaders say on 
that score, they cannot actually offer anything realistic to the FRG as 
regards the so-called German issue. What has formed historically here 
is best left to history. This also holds true for the issue of the Ger- 
man nation and of the forms of German statehood. What is important 
now is the political aspect. There are two German states with differ- 
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ent social and political systems. Each of them has values of its own. 
Both of them have drawn lessons from history, and each of them can 
contribute to the affairs of Europe and the world. And what there will 
be in a hundred years is for history to decide. For the time being, 
one should proceed from the existing realities and not engage in in- 
cendiary speculations. 

By way of a digression, may I cite a recollection which I shared 
with Weizsaecker. In 1975, when the thirtieth anniversary of the Vic- 
tory over Nazism was being marked, I was in the FRG. Near Frank- 
furt, I talked to the owner of a gas station. He told me: ‘‘Stalin de- 
clared: ‘Hitlers come and go but the German people remain’ but then, 
at the end of the war, the Soviet Union divided the German people.”’ 

A debate followed. I reminded him of the plans to partition the 
German state worked out by Churchill and by the American politi- 
cians back in the war years. We opposed those plans and wanted the 
establishment of a single sovereign and democratic German state. I 
reminded him of the fact that the Western powers had supported the 
creation of a separate state in West Germany and that the German 
Democratic Republic had appeared later. And, also, after the Yalta 
and Potsdam conferences, we were for the establishment of an inte- 
gral, sovereign and, above all, peaceful German state on the basis of 
denazification, democratization and demilitarization of Germany. But 
in the West there were forces which acted in a way that led to the 
present set-up. So, the Soviet Union is not to blame for the split of 
Germany; those who are to blame for it should be sought elsewhere. 
And today there exist two German states, a reality recognized by in- 
ternational treaties. Any realistically-minded politician can be guided 
only by this and this alone. 

Such was our conversation. 

Even after having gone through that terrible war, the Soviet Union 
took a principled stand. A sense of reality did not betray us. We did 
not confuse the German people with the Nazi regime. And we do not 
blame it for the woes which Hitler’s aggression caused us. 

In our relations with the Federal Republic of Germany, we take 
into account its potential and possibilities, its place in Europe and in 
the world and its political role. History compels us to treat each other 
properly. Europe’s development is impossible without active coop- 
eration by our two states. Solid relations between the FRG and the 
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USSR would be of truly historic significance. While keeping their 
own identities, within their systems and their alliances, both states 
can play a major role in European and world development. The So- 
viet Union is interested in good security for the Federal Republic of 
Germany. If the FRG were unstable, there could be no hope of sta- 
bility for Europe, and hence for the world. Conversely, stable rela- 
tions between the FRG and the USSR would appreciably change the 
European situation for the better. 


Europe and Disarmament 


Everything discussed at Reykjavik has a direct bearing on Europe. In 
our contacts with the USA we never forget about Europe’s interests. 

After Reykjavik I met with the heads of government of a number 
of West European NATO countries, namely Poul Schluter of Den- 
mark, Rudolph Lubbers of the Netherlands, Gro Harlem Brundtland 
of Norway, Steingrimur Hermannsson of Iceland, and with Amintore 
Fanfani and Giulio Andreotti, representatives of the Italian leader- 
ship. We had many discussions on the subject of ‘‘Europe and dis- 
armament.”’ 

I heard many interesting comments from those with whom I had 
conversations. Afterwards we in the Soviet leadership seriously 
thought over their arguments and ideas and those of them we deemed 
right we took into account in our policy. This, specifically, concerns 
Euromissiles. But there were also disputes, which with Margaret 
Thatcher and Jacques Chirac were particularly heated, about their 
concept and the general NATO notion of ‘‘nuclear deterrence.’’ I ex- 
pressed to them my surprise at the commotion which Reykjavik 
caused in some Wester capitals. There were no reasons whatsoever 
to view its results as a threat to Western Europe’s security. Such 
conclusions and assessments are the fruit of the obsolete thinking of 
the Cold War times. 

In speaking with foreign leaders I sometimes ask directly: ‘Do you 
believe that the Soviet Union intends to attack your country and 
Western Europe in general?’’ Almost all of them answer: *‘No, we 
do not.’’ But some of them immediately make a reservation, saying 
that the very fact of the USSR’s immense military might creates a 
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potential threat. One can understand such reasoning. But it is far less 
clear when national prestige and grandeur are linked with possession 
of nuclear arms, though it’s known for a fact that if a nuclear war 
were to break out these weapons would only invite strikes and have 
no other real significance. 

When we talk about disarmament as a vital unit which should be 
laid first in the construction of a common European home, we ad- 
dress, above all, the European nuclear powers—Bnitain and France. 
The Soviet Union showed immense trust in Western Europe by 
agreeing in the course of the current negotiations on disarmament, 
not to take their nuclear potential into account. The main motive be- 
hind this move is that we rule out, even in our thoughts, to say noth- 
ing of our strategic plans, the very possibility of a war with Britain 
or France, let alone with non-nuclear European states. 

And when, in connection with our proposals, we encountered 
speculation as to whether Moscow was planning a trick and wanted 
to split NATO, to lull Western Europe’s vigilance and then overrun 
it, when the idea of a nuclear-free Europe began to be attacked as 
harmful and dangerous, I said publicly to all these people: ‘‘What 
are you afraid of, gentlemen? Is it so difficult to rise to the level of 
real assessments for the truly historic processes which are taking place 
in the Soviet Union and the entire socialist world? Can you not un- 
derstand the objective, unbreakable connection of these processes with 
genuinely good intentions in foreign policy?”’ 

It is high time to put an end to the lies about the Soviet Union’s 
aggressiveness. Never, under any circumstances, will our country be- 
gin military operations against Western Europe unless we and our al- 
lies are attacked by NATO! I repeat, never! 

Let Western Europe quickly get rid of the fears of the Soviet Union 
which have been imposed upon it. Let it give thought to the idea that 
elimination of nuclear weapons in Europe would create a new situ- 
ation not only for the West but also for us. We cannot forget that 
incursions into our territory in the pre-nuclear era were made more 
than once from the West. And does not the fact that all NATO mil- 
itary exercises invariably include offensive scenarios speak for itself? 

We regard as of great political importance the fact that Greece, the 
Netherlands, Spain, Italy, Sweden, Finland and many other European 
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countries have raised their voice in favor of resolving the Euromis- 
siles issue. 

In the West they talk about inequalities and imbalances. That’s 
right, there are imbalances and asymmetries in some kinds of ar- 
maments and armed forces on both sides in Europe, caused by his- 
torical, geographical and other factors. We stand for eliminating the 
inequality existing in some areas, but not through a build-up by those 
who lag behind but through a reduction by those who are ahead. 

In this field there are many specific issues awaiting solutions: re- 
duction and eventual elimination of the tactical nuclear weapons, to 
be coupled with a drastic reduction of the armed forces and conven- 
tional weapons; withdrawal of offensive weapons from direct contact 
in order to rule out the possibility of a surprise attack; and a change 
in the entire pattern of armed forces with a view to imparting an ex- 
clusively defensive character to them. I spoke about it specifically at 
a meeting in Prague. Proposals on that score are detailed in the Bu- 
dapest program of the Warsaw Treaty Organization. 

A major confidence-building measure in the spirit of new thinking 
concerning their military doctrine, which is strictly defensive in all 
its components, was announced by the Warsaw Treaty countries at a 
meeting of their Political Consultative Committee in Berlin in May 
1987. 

Measures such as the creation of nuclear-weapon-free zones and 
zones free from chemical weapons would also help strengthen Euro- 
pean security. We support the offer by the governments of the Ger- 
man Democratic Republic and Czechoslovakia to the West German 
government to create a nuclear-weapon-free corridor in Central Eu- 
rope. The Social Democratic Party of Germany is known, also, to 
have contributed to forming the concept of such a corridor. We are 
prepared to guarantee and respect the non-nuclear status of such a 
zone. We think that Poland’s compromise plan on the issue of arms 
reduction and confidence-building measures in Central Europe is 
timely and promising. 

We believe that armaments should be reduced to the level of rea- 
sonable sufficiency, that is, a level necessary for strictly defensive 
purposes. It is time the two military alliances amended their strategic 
concepts to gear them more to the aims of defense. Every apartment 
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in the ‘‘European home’’ has the right to protect itself against bur- 
glars, but it must do so without destroying its neighbors’ property. 


European Cooperation 


The building of the ‘‘European home’’ requires a material founda- 
tion—constructive cooperation in many different areas. We, in the 
Soviet Union, are prepared for this, including the need to search for 
new forms of cooperation, such as the launching of joint ventures, 
the implementation of joint projects in third countries, etc. We are 
raising the question of broad scientific and technological cooperation 
not as beggars who have nothing to offer in return. Unfortunately, 
this is the area where most of the artificial barriers are being erected. 
Allegations have been made that this involves ‘‘sensitive technol- 
ogy’’ of strategic importance. ‘‘Sensitive technology’’ is used to re- 
fer first and foremost to electronics. However, electronics is now used 
in practically all industries which rely on advanced methods of pro- 
duction. 

Western Europe will not get ahead technologically via the milita- 
rist Star Wars program. Nor does the militarization of space open the 
way to technological progress. This is sheer demagogy flavored with 
technological imperialism. Many opportunities and areas exist for 
peaceful scientific and technological cooperation. There is the expe- 
rience of the joint project to study Halley’s comet through the space 
probe Vega. This project found new construction materials and other 
discoveries were made in radio electronics, control systems, mathe- 
matics, optics, etc. Giulio Andreotti’s idea of a ‘‘world laboratory’’ 
also seems promising. It represents a largely new international re- 
search project which looks like getting off the ground. 

As to cooperation in utilizing thermonuclear energy, a scientific 
base has been created by scientists from a number of countries work- 
ing on ideas suggested by their Soviet colleagues. American scien- 
tists could join in this research. There are also such possibilities as 
joint exploration and use of outer space and of planets of the solar 
system, and research in the fields of superconductivity and biotech- 
nology. 

True, all this would increase the European states’ mutual interde- 
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pendence, but this would be to the advantage of everyone and would 
make for greater responsibility and self-restraint. 

Acting in the spirit of cooperation, a great deal could be done in 
that vast area which is called ‘‘humanitarian.’’ A major landmark on 
this road would be an international conference on cooperation in the 
humanitarian field which the Soviet Union proposes for Moscow. At 
such a conference the sides could discuss all aspects of problems 
which are of concern to both East and West, including the intricate 
issue of human rights. That would give a strong new impetus to the 
Helsinki process. 

However, when we invited the Western countries seriously and 
constructively to discuss human rights and compare, in an atmo- 
sphere of mutual openness, how people really live in our country and 
in the capitalist countries, the latter appeared nervous, and are now 
trying to reduce things to individual cases and avoid discussing the 
rest. I have said, both in public and at meetings with foreign leaders 
and delegations, that we are prepared to discuss in a humane spirit 
individual cases, but we are also determined to openly and exten- 
sively discuss the entire range of these problems. 

One might say that peaceful cooperation and competition between 
the East and West can and does benefit both sides. The small and 
medium-size countries of Europe have a great contribution to make 
to this cause. We have discussed this with former Prime Minister of 
Iceland Hermannsson, Dutch Prime Minister Lubbers, Swedish Prime 
Minister Carlsson and other leaders. 


First Signs of the New Thinking in Europe 


I think that recently, especially after Reykjavik, Western Europe has 
come to realize more keenly the need to contribute toward an im- 
proved situation continentally. And we appreciate the fact that Euro- 
peans are now doing a great deal to clear the political atmosphere in 
the world. 

I don’t think I will be making a major disclosure if I tell you a 
story recounted to me by prominent Italian statesman Amintore Fan- 
fani. He once discussed the difficult international situation with Ed- 
uardo de Filippo, the intemationally famous Italian film-maker. 
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‘‘What are we to do then?’’ de Filippo asked. ‘‘Put our trust in 
God,’’ Fanfani said. ‘‘Then let us people not create obstacles for — 
God,’ de Filippo replied. 

This realization that we are all responsible for the world’s future 
is especially important and valuable today. And some Western Euro- 
pean politicians should be credited with recognizing the need for all 
Europeans to join forces and preserve the foundations laid at Reyk- 
javik. 

We can see the first signs of a new outlook on international affairs 
sprouting in Western Europe. Certain changes are also taking place 
among ruling circles. Many socialist and social democratic parties of 
Western Europe are working out new attitudes to defense policy and 
security. They are led by seasoned politicians with a broad vision of 
the world’s problems. 

Shortly before my visit to France in 1985, French journalists asked 
me to comment on our relations with the social democratic govern- 
ments in Europe. I said that in the last few years we had been ac- 
tively cooperating with the social democrats on matters related to war 
and peace. Meetings with delegations of socialist and social demo- 
cratic parties account for a large part of my contacts with foreign 
leaders. 

I have received the Consultative Council of the Socialist Interna- 
tional led by Kalevi Sorsa, and have met Willy Brandt, Egon Bahr, 
Filipe Gonzalez and other social democratic leaders, and each time 
we noted that our views on the crucial issues of international security 
and disarmament were close or identical. I am very sorry I never met 
Olof Palme whose tragic death was a great shock for us. The idea 
of ‘‘security for all,’’ which was put forward by him and further 
elaborated by the International Palme Commission, has many points 
of similarity with our concept of comprehensive security. 

The dialogue started between the communists and the social dem- 
ocrats by no means obliterates the ideological differences between 
them. At the same time, we cannot say that any of the participants 
in this dialogue has lost face or been placed under the thumb of the 
other side. Experience has shown that there is no risk of such an 
eventuality. 

We have good relations and useful contacts with social democrats 
in the Federal Republic of Germany, Finland, Sweden and Denmark, 
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with the British Labour Party, Spanish socialists, etc. We value the 
contacts a great deal. In general, we are open to cooperation with all 
forces that are interested in overcoming the dangerous tendencies in 
the development of the world situation. Nevertheless, I think that Eu- 
rope’s contribution to the cause of peace and security could be much 
bigger. Many West European leaders lack the political will and, per- 
haps, opportunities. And yet, life will force everyone to change to 
realistic assessments of what is taking place. 


On Europe and the United States 


It is regrettable that the governments of the NATO countries, in- 
cluding those who in words dissociate themselves from the dangerous 
extremes of American policy, eventually yield to pressure thereby as- 
suming responsibility for the escalation in the arms race and in in- 
ternational tension. 

Here is one example. In April 1986 American war planes bombed 
Tripoli, Benghazi and other facilities in Libyan territory. The pretext 
for that act of direct aggression is absolutely untenable by the stan- 
dards of a civilized society. American war planes took off from bases 
in Britain and flew through the air space of Western Europe. And 
what about Western Europe? The governments of the NATO coun- 
tries silently watched the developments and did not dare to oppose 
this US action. I told the Swedish Prime Minister, with whom ! 
talked hours after the news of those air raids came in, that such a 
stand reminded me of the appeasement of aggressors on the eve of 
the Second World War. And what if the American military take a 
notion to punish one of the Warsaw Treaty countries by bombing it? 
What then? Act as if nothing happened? But this is war! The re- 
sponsibility of all has immeasurably increased in our nuclear age. 

There is an old Greek myth about the abduction of Europe. This 
fairy-tale subject has suddenly become very topical today. It goes 
without saying that Europe as a geographical notion will stay in place. 
Sometimes, however, one has the impression that the independent 
policies of West European nations have been abducted, that they are 
being carried off across the ocean; that national interests are farmed 
out under the pretext of protecting security. 
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A serious threat is hovering over European culture too. The threat 
emanates from an onslaught of ‘‘mass culture’’ from across the At- 
lantic. We understand pretty well the concern of West European in- 
tellectuals. Indeed, one can only wonder that a deep, profoundly in- 
telligent and inherently humane European culture is retreating to the 
background before the primitive revelry of violence and pornography 
and the flood of cheap feelings and low thoughts. 

When we point to the importance of Europe’s independent stance, 
we are frequently accused of a desire to set Western Europe and the 
United States at loggerheads. We never had, and do not have now, 
any such intention whatsoever. We are far from ignoring or belittling 
the historic ties that exist between Western Europe and the United 
States. It is preposterous to interpret the Soviet Union’s European line 
as some expression of ‘‘anti-Americanism.’’ We do not intend to en- 
gage in diplomatic juggling and we have no wish to provoke chaos 
in international relations. That would be incompatible with the prime 
objective of our foreign policy—promoting a stable and lasting peace 
built on mutual trust and cooperation among nations. Our idea of a 
‘‘common European home’’ certainly does not involve shutting its 
doors to anybody. True, we would not like to see anyone kick in the 
doors of the European home and take the head of the table at some- 
body else’s apartment. But then, that is the concern of the owner of 
the apartment. In the past, the socialist countries responded positively 
to the participation of the United States and Canada in the Helsinki 
process. 


Europe's Responsibility 


Thus, without belittling the role and the importance of other conti- 
nents and other peoples, we are talking about the unique role Europe 
has to play. 

The success of the European process could enable it to make an 
even bigger contribution to the progress of the rest of the world. Eu- 
rope must not shun participation in resolving such problems as hun- 
ger, debt and under-development and in eliminating armed conflicts. 

There is no doubt that all European peoples without exception fa- 
vor an atmosphere of neighborliness and trust, coexistence and co- 
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operation on the continent. This would be a triumph for the new po- 
litical thinking in the full sense of the word. Europe.can set a worthy 
example. The world currently stands at a crossroads, and which di- 
rection it will pursue depends largely on Europe’s political position. 

No one can replace Europe with its vast possibilities and experi- 
ence either in world politics or in world development. Europe can 
and must play a constructive, innovative and positive role. 


Problems of Disarmament and 
USSR-USA Relations 


While still a student at Moscow University, I took an interest in the 
history of the United States. I read several books by American au- 
thors and traced the history of our relations. There were abrupt ups 
and downs in these relations: from the wartime alliance to the Cold 
War of the forties and fifties; from the détente of the seventies to a 
drastic deterioration at the tum of the eighties. 

The interval between the April 1985 Plenary Meeting, which was 
a turning point for us, and the publication of this book saw a great 
many events, including some directly connected with the develop- 
ment of Soviet-American relations. Now we keep up a dialogue with 
the US. The US President and I periodically write to each other. Our 
negotiators discuss really important problems. 

There has been a slight thaw in such areas as scientific and cultural 
cooperation in the last year or two. Currently, the Soviet Union and 
the United States are discussing, at various levels, issues that were 
once subjects for mutual recrimination. Outlines of contacts have be- 
gun to emerge, even in the field of information activity, which must 
be rid of the propaganda of violence and enmity, and of interference 
in each other’s internal affairs. 

Well, has the ice been broken, and is our relationship entering a 
quieter and more constructive phase? One would like this process to 
continue, but to claim that some notable headway has been made 
would be to sin against the truth. If we care about a real improve- 
ment in Soviet-American relations, we must appraise their state hon- 
estly. The change for the better, if any, has been extremely slow. 
Now and again the former inconsistent modes of approach prevail 
over the imperative need to revitalize Soviet-American relations. 

The progress of high technology and information systems has now 
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brought people closer together. These processes can be used to pro- 
mote greater mutual understanding. They can also be used to divide 
people. There have been immense losses on that account already. But 
now the world has reached a point where we—I mean both the US 
and the USSR—have to think of how we are going to continue. If 
we change nothing, it is difficult to foresee where we shall be ten, 
fifteen, twenty years from now. It seems to me that concern for our 
countries and for the future of all civilization is increasing. It is 
growing within the Soviet as well as within the American nation. 

I will never accept the claim—whatever anyone might tell me—that 
the American people are aggressive toward the Soviet Union. I can- 
not believe that. There are, perhaps, some individuals who are 
pleased that there is tension, confrontation or intense rivalry between 
our countries. Perhaps some people do gain something from it. But 
such a state of things does not meet the larger interests of our peo- 
ples. 

We are thinking, after all, of what must be done for our relations 
to improve. And they do need to. For not only have we failed to 
advance in this sense since the mid-seventies, but much of what was 
then created and done has been destroyed. We have not been moving 
forward, rather the other way round. We say that the Americans are 
to blame. The Americans say the Soviet Union is to blame. Perhaps, 
we should seek out the reasons behind what happened, because we 
must draw lessons from the past, including the past record of our re- 
lations. That is a science, a serious and responsible science, if one 
sticks to the truth, of course. And yet today what we must think of 
most is how we are going to live together in this world and how we 
are going to cooperate. 

I have had a lot of meetings with American politicians and public 
figures. Sometimes it creates quite a crowded schedule for me, but 
on each occasion I try to find the time for such meetings. My mis- 
sion is, as I see it, not only to get across an understanding of our 
policy and our vision of the world, but to understand and appreciate 
more fully the American frame of mind, to learn better what the 
American problems are, and, in particular, the specific political pro- 
cesses in the US. One cannot do otherwise. A scientific policy must 
be built on a strict assessment of reality. It is impossible to move 


198 PERESTROIKA 


toward more harmonious relations between the US and the USSR 
while being mesmerized by ideological myths. 

We don’t communicate enough with one another, we don’t under- 
stand one another well enough, and we don’t even respect one an- 
other enough. Certain forces have done a great deal to bring about 
such a state of affairs. Many misconceptions have built up to hamper 
cooperation and stand in the way of its development. 

The history of Soviet-American relations in the postwar period is 
not the subject of this book. But recalling in one’s mind’s eye even 
the events of the recent past one can see the disservice done by prej- 
udice and rejection of new ideas. When I met former US President 
Jimmy Carter early in the summer of 1987, I told him frankly that 
we did not by any means consider everything that occurred during 
his presidency to have been negative. There were some positive 
things, too. I refer, in particular, to the SALT-II Treaty which, even 
though never ratified, does play a useful part in spite of the present 
line of the US Administration. The spirit of this treaty is alive. But 
at the same time, one cannot fail to see that many opportunities have 
been missed. We believed, and still believe, that, as the eighties 
loomed up, major accords were just a stone’s throw away for such 
areas as anti-satellite weapons, the arms trade, reductions in military 
activity in the Indian Ocean and the Middle Eastern settlement is- 
sues. Ten years ago! How much time and how many resources have 
been wasted on the arms race, and how many human lives have been 
lost! 


What Do We Expect 
from the United States of America? 


When I responded to Time magazine late in August 1985 I said: ‘‘Our 
countries simply cannot afford to allow matters to reach a confron- 
tation. Herein lies the genuine interest of both the Soviet and Amer- 
ican people. And this must be expressed in the language of practical 
politics. It is necessary to stop the arms race, to tackle disarmament, 
to normalize Soviet-American relations. Honestly, it is time to make 
these relations between the two great peoples worthy of their historic 
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role. For the destiny of the world, the destiny of world civilization 
really depend on our relations. We are prepared to work in this di- 
rection.”’ 

We must leam to live in a real world, a world which takes into 
account the interests of the Soviet Union and the US, of Britain and 
France and the Federal Republic of Germany. But there are also the 
interests of China and India, Australia and Pakistan, Tanzania and 
Angola, Argentina and other nations; the interests of Poland, Viet- 
nam, Cuba, and other socialist countries. Not to recognize them 
would be to deny those people the freedom of choice and the right 
to a social set-up that suits them. Even if they err in their choice, 
they must themselves find a way out. That is their nght. 

I have spoken about this with many Americans including Mr 
George Shultz, who was in Moscow in the spring of 1987. We had 
a wide-ranging conversation, but I kept bringing him round to the 
same idea: let us try and live in a real world, let us take the interests 
of both nations into account. And that is impossible without taking 
into account the interests of other members of the world community. 
We shall not have proper international relations if we proceed from 
the interests of the USSR and the US alone. There has to be a bal- 
ance. 

This matter takes on a new aspect at each stage of history. Inter- 
ests change, so does the balance. That implies new modes of ap- 
proach. I repeat it would be dangerous and damaging to build politics 
at the end of the twentieth century on the approach that inspired 
Churchill’s Fulton speech and the Truman Doctrine. An earnest effort 
to reshape Soviet-American relations is long overdue. Once that is 
admitted, the habit to command will have to be dropped. Neither the 
Soviet Union, nor the United States, nor any other country can re- 
gard the world or any part of it as an object for exploitation, not 
even under a cloak of ‘‘national interest.’’ 

Attempts to build relations on dictatorial practices, violence and 
command hardly succeed even at this point. They soon won’t suc- 
ceed at all. The process of grasping the new realities is not a simple 
one. It requires everybody’s time and effort. But once started, that 
process will go on. We must learn to listen to one another, and to 
understand one another. We are in favor, I told Mr Shultz, of co- 
operating with the US, and I mean cooperating constructively, for 
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nobody else will take on the responsibility that the USSR and the US 
have to bear. 

I recall my conversation with the former President of the United 
States of America, Mr Richard Nixon. He quoted Winston Chur- 
chill’s words, not prophetic, I hope, that the bright wings of science 
might bring the Stone Age back to Earth, and he stressed that I, as 
General Secretary, and President Reagan and his successors, would 
have to make the historic choice in favor of a peaceful future. I told 
Mr Nixon then that I had once seen a film about a journey made by 
some American tourists down the Volga. There were shots of our cit- 
izens alongside Americans. And it was not easy to tell an American 
from a Russian. People were talking away and one felt they were 
talking like friends, understanding each other: that is just what pol- 
iticians fail to do well enough. 

It is good that it is not only politicians who speak to each other, 
but that grass-roots representatives of the people do so also. That is 
very important. I would welcome that. Let Soviet people and Amer- 
icans meet more often, and let them form their own impression of 
each other. Communication, direct communication of people is a great 
thing. Without it, without full-scale communication and mutual un- 
derstanding between peoples, politics can do little. 

I pointed out to Mr Nixon that the fact that it was our two coun- 
tries that were in possession of a colossal military, including nuclear, 
arsenal was the most serious reality in today’s world. I told him that 
if we built our policies with respect to each other and with respect 
to the rest of the world on erroneous premises, things could reach an 
extreme point of confrontation fraught with the most tragic conse- 
quences for the USSR, the US and the whole world. 

And today I am ready to repeat what I said in that conversation: 
there is the firm intention in Soviet society, not only in the leader- 
ship, to look for ways toward normalizing Soviet-American rela- 
tions, to find and enlarge the areas of common ground so as to arrive 
at a friendly relationship in the long run. Perhaps, this might seem 
too much to hope for at this juncture. Yet we are convinced that this 
is the choice to make, for otherwise it is impossible to imagine what 
we would arrive at. 

For better or worse, there is no subjunctive mood in politics. His- 
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tory is made without rehearsals. It cannot be replayed. That makes 
it all the more important to perceive its course and its lessons. 


The US: ‘“‘Shining City Atop a Hill’’ 


We have too often encountered distorted perceptions about our own 
country as well as widespread anti-Soviet stereotypes—and therefore 
we know only too well what evil can be produced by a conscious or 
unconscious falsehood—to view the US solely in black and white. 

I know that American propaganda—yes, propaganda—presents 
America as a ‘‘shining city atop a hill.’’ America has a great history. 
Who will question the importance of the American Revolution in 
mankind’s social progress, or the scientific-technological genius of 
America and its achievements in literature, architecture and art? All 
this America has. But America today also has acute social and other 
problems, to which not only has American society not yet found an 
answer, but, even worse, it is looking for answers in places and in 
such a way that may lead to others having to pay. 

The United States has a huge production potential and an enor- 
mous material wealth, but, at the same time, it has millions of un- 
fortunate people. This is something to ponder. An almost missionary 
passion for preaching about human rights and liberties and a disre- 
gard for ensuring those same elementary rights in their own home. 
This also provokes thought. Endless talk about man’s freedom and 
attempts to impose its way of life on others, wide-scale propaganda 
of the cult of force and violence. How are we to understand this? 
Arrogance of power, especially military power, constant growth in 
arms spending and gaps in the budget, an internal, and now also an 
external debt. For what? What motivates the US? We ask ourselves 
all these and many other questions, trying to grasp the American 
reality and to see the mainsprings behind US policy. 

I admit frankly that what we know does not support the idea of 
the United States of America as a ‘‘shining city atop a hill.’’ With 
equal definiteness I can say that neither do we consider the US an 
‘“‘evil empire.’’ Like all countries America in reality casts both light 
and shadows. We see the US as it actually is—diverse in its opinions 
both in and about American society. 
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The Soviet leadership does not perceive the US in just one di- 
mension, but clearly distinguishes all the facets of American society: 
the millions of working people going about their daily chores who 
are generally peacefully disposed; realistically minded politicians; in- 
fluential conservatives, and alongside them, reactionary groups who 
have links with the military-industrial complex and who profit from 
arms manufacturing. We see a healthy, normal interest in us and also 
a fairly widespread, blinding anti-Sovietism and anti-communism. 

We believe that the political system and social order of the United 
States is the business of the American people themselves. They have 
to decide how to govern their country, and how to elect their lead- 
ership and their government. We respect this sovereign right. If we 
began to doubt the choice of the American people, what would come 
of it? Politics must be built on realities, on an understanding of the 
fact that each nation has a right to independently choose its way of 
life, and its own system of government. 

The United States is a power with whom we shall have to live and 
build relations. This is a reality. For all the contradictory nature of 
our relationships it is obvious that we can do nothing in terms of se- 
curing peace without the US, and without us the US also will ac- 
complish nothing. There is no getting away from each other. Con- 
tacts and a dialogue are needed; we must look for ways to improve 
our relationship. 

We know very well and understand that the US has an adminis- 
tration—the White House—and Congress. And we want to cooperate 
with both the administration and Congress. We are currently expand- 
ing our perceptions of the American political process. We see, in 
particular, the difference between the views of the Defense Secretary, 
a civilian, and the US professional military. For the former, business 
and arms orders mean a great deal, whereas the realistic professionals 
are well aware of what they have in their hands and what this may 
bring to the world. Such an understanding attests to the display by 
the military of a sense of realism and responsibility. It is very im- 
portant that the military should correctly understand the present sit- 
uation. 

Let me add that we do not intend to shape our relations according 
to the political situation inside the United States. Today the Repub- 
licans stand at the helm in the US, tomorrow it will be the Demo- 


PROBLEMS OF DISARMAMENT AND USSR-USA RELATIONS 203 


crats or the Republicans once again. There is no particular difference. 
But there are the interests of the US as a state to consider. And we 
shall maintain relations with the administration that is in power. Let 
American affairs remain American, and our affairs ours. Such is our 
basic stand. 


The ‘‘Enemy Image”’ 


We certainly do not need an ‘‘enemy image’’ of America, neither for 
domestic nor for foreign-policy interests. An imaginary or real enemy 
is needed only if one is bent on maintaining tension, on confrontation 
with far-reaching and, I might add, unpredictable consequences. Ours 
is a different orientation. 

For our part the Soviet Union has no propaganda of hatred toward 
Americans or disregard for America. In our country you won’t find 
this anywhere, neither in politics nor in education. We criticize a 
policy we do not agree with. But that’s a different matter. It does not 
mean that we show disrespect for the American people. 

In the summer of 1987 I met with a group of teachers of Russian 
from the US who had taken a two-month training course in Lenin- 
grad. It was a good conversation—frank and warm. I shall cite one 
brief excerpt from the verbatim report. 

Mikhail Gorbachev: Have you encountered even one instance of a 
disrespectful attitude toward Americans during your stay? 

D. Padula: No, though a man in the street once asked me, when 
would there be peace? I told him I hoped peace would come soon. 

Mikhail Gorbachev: This is very interesting information. I am con- 
vinced, friends, that, wherever you may go in the Soviet Union, you 
will not encounter a disrespectful attitude toward Americans. Not any- 
where. You can also read our press. You will find there criticism, 
analysis, judgment and assessments of government policy, of state- 
ments and actions by particular groups, but never any disrespectful 
mention of America or Americans. So that, if ‘‘the Reds are coming,”’ 
they’re coming together with you along the common road of mankind. 

Yet some people in the United States, it turns out, ‘‘need’’ the So- 
viet Union as an enemy image. Otherwise it is hard to understand 
some films, the inflammatory American broadcasts from Munich, the 
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spate of articles and programs full of insults and hatred toward the 
Soviet people. All this dates back to the forties, if not earlier. 

TI would not idealize each step in Soviet foreign policy over the 
past several decades. Mistakes also occurred. But very often they 
were the consequence of an improvident reaction to American ac- 
tions, to a policy geared by its architects to ‘‘roll back communism.’’ 

We are sensitive and, frankly, cautious about the efforts to give 
the Soviet Union the image of an enemy, especially as they do not 
just involve ideological exercises along the lines of the usual fantastic 
stories about a ‘‘Soviet military threat,’’ ‘‘the hand of Moscow,”’ 
“‘the Kremlin’s designs’’ and an absolutely negative portrayal of our 
internal affairs. I do not even want to point out the absurdity of such 
assertions, but neither can we ignore the fact that everything in pol- 
itics has its own aim. It is thus a question of a political practice with 
certain intentions and plans behind it. We must get rid of any pres- 
ence of chauvinism in our countries, especially considering the power 
they both possess. Chauvinism can bring into politics elements that 
are inadmissible. 

It is a sad, tragic fact that Soviet-American relations have been 
slipping downhill a long time. Short periods of improvement gave 
way to protracted spells of tension and a build-up in hostility. 1 am 
convinced that we have every opportunity to rectify the situation, and 
it appears that things are moving that way. We are prepared to do 
everything to bring about changes for the better. 


Who Needs the Arms Race and Why? 


Pondering the question of what stands in the way of good Soviet- 
American relations, one arrives at the conclusion that, for the most 
part, it is the arms race. I am not going to describe its history. Let 
me just note once again that at almost all its stages the Soviet Union 
has been the party catching up. By the beginning of the seventies we 
had reached approximate military-strategic parity, but on a level that 
is really frightening. Both the Soviet Union and the United States now 
have the capacity to destroy each other many times ever. 

It would seem logical, in the face of a strategic stalemate, to halt 
the arms race and get down to disarmament. But the reality is dif- 
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ferent. Armouries already overflowing continue to be filled with so- 
phisticated new types of weapons, and new areas of military tech- 
nology are being developed. The US sets the tone in this dangerous, 
if not fatal pursuit. 

I shall not disclose any secret if I tell you that the Soviet Union 
is doing all that is necessary to maintain up-to-date and reliable de- 
fenses. This is our duty to our own people and our allies. At the 
same time I wish to say quite definitely that this is not our choice. 
It has been imposed upon us. 

All kinds of doubts are being spread among Americans about Soviet 
intentions in the field of disarmament. But history shows that we can 
keep the word we gave and that we honor the obligations assumed. 
Unfortunately, this cannot be said of the United States. The adminis- 
tration is conditioning public opinion, intimidating it with a Soviet 
threat, and does so with particular stubbornness when a new military 
budget has to be passed through Congress. We have to ask ourselves 
why all this is being done and what aim the US pursues. 

It is crystal clear that in the world we live in, the world of nuclear 
weapons, any attempt to use them to solve Soviet-American prob- 
lems would spell suicide. This is a fact. I do not think that US pol- 
iticians are unaware of it. Moreover, a truly paradoxical situation has 
now developed. Even if one country engages in a steady arms build- 
up while the other does nothing, the side that arms itself will all the 
same gain nothing. The weak side may simply explode all its nuclear 
charges, even on its own territory, and that would mean suicide for 
it and a slow death for the enemy. This is why any striving for mil- 
itary superiority means chasing one’s own tail. It can’t be used in 
real politics. 

Nor is the US in any hurry to part with another illusion. I mean 
its immoral intention to bleed the Soviet Union white economically, 
to prevent us from carrying out our plans of construction by dragging 
us ever deeper into the quagmire of the arms race. 

I ask the reader to take a look at the experience of postwar dec- 
ades. The Soviet Union emerged from the Second World War in a 
very difficult condition. Yes, we had won the struggle against fas- 
cism, won together with the US and other anti-Hitler coalition par- 
ticipants. But whereas not a single enemy bomb was dropped and not 
a single enemy shot was heard on the US mainland, a large part of 
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the territory of our country was an arena for the fiercest battles. Our 
losses—both human and material—were enormous. Nevertheless, we 
succeeded in restoring what had been destroyed, in building up our 
economic potential and in confidently tackling our defensive tasks. Is 
this not a lesson for the future? 

It is inadmissible that states should base their policies on mistaken 
views. We know that there is an opinion current in the US and the 
West generally that the threat from the Soviet Union comes not be- 
cause it possesses nuclear weapons. They reason as follows, as I have 
already mentioned in another connection: the Soviets well know that 
if they attack the US, they can’t escape retaliation. The US is equally 
well aware that retaliation will follow an attack on the USSR. There- 
fore only a madman would unleash nuclear war. The real threat, ac- 
cording to these people, will arise if the Soviet Union accomplishes 
its plans of accelerating socio-economic development and shows its 
new economic and political potential. Hence the desire to exhaust the 
Soviet Union economically. 

We sincerely advise Americans: try to get rid of such an approach 
to our country. Hopes of using any advantages in technology or ad- 
vanced equipment so as to gain superiority over our country are fu- 
tile. To act on the assumption that the Soviet Union is in a ‘‘hopeless 
position’’ and that it is necessary just to press it harder to squeeze 
out everything the US wants is to err profoundly. Nothing will come 
of these plans. In real politics there can be no wishful thinking. If 
the Soviet Union, when it was much weaker than now, was in a po- 
sition to meet all the challenges that it faced, then indeed only a blind 
person would be unable to see that our capacity to maintain strong 
defenses and simultaneously resolve social and other tasks has enor- 
mously increased. 

I shall repeat that as far as United States foreign policy is concerned, 
it is based on at least two delusions. The first is the belief that the 
economic system of the Soviet Union is about to crumble and that the 
USSR will not succeed in restructuring. The second is calculated on 
Western superiority in equipment and technology and, eventually, in 
the military field. These illusions nourish a policy geared toward ex- 
hausting socialism through the arms race, so as to dictate terms later. 
Such is the scheme; it is naive. 

Current Western policies aren’t responsible enough, and lack the 
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new mode of thinking. I am outspoken about this. If we don’t stop 
now and start practical disarmament, we may all find ourselves on 
the edge of a precipice. Today, as never before, the Soviet Union 
and the United States need responsible policies. Both countries have 
their political, social and economic problems: a vast field for activ- 
ities. Meanwhile, many brain trusts work at strategic plans and jug- 
gle millions of lives. Their recommendations boil down to this: the 
Soviet Union is the most horrible threat for the United States and the 
world. I repeat: it is high time this caveman mentality was given up. 
Of course, many political leaders and diplomats have engaged in just 
such policies based on just such a mentality for decades. But their 
time is past. A new outlook is necessary in a nuclear age. The United 
States and the Soviet Union need it most in their bilateral relations. 

We are realists. So we take into consideration the fact that in a 
foreign policy all countries, even the smallest, have their own inter- 
ests. It is high time great powers realized that they can no longer 
reshape the world according to their own patterns. That era has re- 
ceded or, at least, is receding into the past. 


More About Realities: 
Removing the Ideological Edge from Interstate Relations 


We should have long ago taken a sober view of the world around us 
and of our past. We should have fearlessly seen where we are. When 
one country sees another as evil incamate, and itself as the embod- 
iment of absolute good, relations between them have reached a stale- 
mate. I am not thinking of anti-communist rhetoric here, however 
pemicious, but of the inability, or reluctance, to realize that we all 
represent one human race, that we share a common destiny and have 
to learn to be civilized neighbors on our planet. Today’s generations 
inherited Soviet-American confrontation from the past. But are we 
doomed to carry enmity on? 

On the whole, we have long lived in peace. But the current inter- 
national situation can’t be described as satisfactory. The arms race, 
especially the nuclear arms race, goes on. Regional conflicts are raging. 
The war danger grows. To make international relations more humane 
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is the only way out—and that is a difficult thing to do. This is how we 
pose the question: it is essential to rise above ideological differences. 
Let everyone make his own choice, and let us all respect that choice. 
And for that a new mode of political thinking is necessary, one that 
proceeds from realization of the general interdependence and from the 
idea that civilization must survive. If we reach an understanding on the 
criteria of such new thinking, we shall arrive at valid decisions for 
global issues. If political leaders realize that point and implement it 
practically, it will be a major victory for reason. 

When we speak about improving the global situation, we single out 
two criteria for a realistic foreign policy: consideration for one’s own 
national interests and respect for other countries’ interests. That stance 
is sound and reasonable; one to be defended persistently. We think 
so and act accordingly. 


Alienation Is Evil 


We often hear that the Soviet Union and the United States can well 
do without each other. To tell the truth, I sometimes say it too. Well, 
it’s true from the economic viewpoint, considering our negligible 
economic contacts today. Contacts or no contacts, we live on, and 
learn the lessons Americans teach us. 

Our fodder grain imports were a sensitive issue. Now we have se- 
cured our position by making import contracts with many countries and 
introducing intensive agricultural technologies to boost grain yields at 
home. Our present task is to start exporting grain in the near future. 

The West has set up COCOM. The United States is on guard lest 
its limitations are violated and sees to it that the lists of goods not 
open for sale to the Soviet Union are enlarged. America doesn’t hes- 
itate to interfere in the domestic affairs of the participants in the pro- 
hibitive program. 

The Soviet Union reacted promptly by elaborating the correspond- 
ing program, named Program 100 because it dealt with one hundred 
materials. We put it through in less than three years. Some ninety 
percent of the materials we use are home-made. So we can say that 
we have coped with the task in the main. 

We said right out that it was time to get over our inferiority com- 
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plex. Ours is a vast country with immense resources and a tremen- 
dous scientific potential. Our capitalist partners abroad are not always 
reliable and sometimes use trade for political blackmail and intimi- 
dation. The measures we have taken are already bearing fruit. Pi- 
oneering developments have been made in computer and supercom- 
puter technologies, superconductivity and other fields. The United 
States hopes it will always lead the world: a futile hope, as many 
American scientists realize. 

Our countries have been alienated from each other for years, and 
both the Soviet and the American economies have lost many brilliant 
opportunities. We have failed to do many good things together because 
of suspicion and lack of confidence. Alienation is an evil. Besides, 
economic contacts provide the material basis for political rapproche- 
ment. Economic contacts create mutual interests helpful in politics. If 
we boost our trade and economic relations and continue the cultural 
process currently going on, even if it is slower than we would like, we 
shall be able to build confidence between our countries. But the United 
States has created many obstacles in the economic field. 

We do still import grain—but rather to keep up trade. It may die 
otherwise. But we may soon need no grain imports at all, as I have 
said. And Soviet-American trade in other goods is practically non- 
existent. As soon as some Soviet goods penetrated the American 
market, the United States anxiously started to take measures to pro- 
hibit or at least limit trade. There are legal acts galore in America 
which prevent trade with the Soviet Union from developing. 

America manages without the Soviet Union and we, too, manage 
without America as far as trade goes. But as soon as we come to 
think of how much the world depends on our two countries and on 
understanding between them, we realize that our mutual understand- 
ing must develop. So, our trade must develop too. That would be 
only normal, even exciting. 

Certain groups in the United States are not especially forthcoming 
and show no desire to reciprocate. They lack the capacity to be open. 
“‘If something can be obtained from the Soviet Union, America’s here. 
But when it comes to mutual profit, forget it.”’ 

Something depends on the Soviet Union, too: much, in fact. We 
may be bad traders. Or we may fail to make the necessary effort be- 
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cause we manage without it. Both sides must work to remove the 
obstacles. 

That’s the night approach to the confidence issue. Incantations don’t 
work here. Confidence comes as the result of practical action, including 
common efforts to develop trade, economic, scientific, technological, 
cultural and other ties. Both sides must work to stop the arms race and 
go over to disarmament. If we work together to settle regional conflicts, 
our mutual confidence will gain too. 

When I hear that we must first take care of confidence and the 
basic problems will be solved later, I can’t comprehend it. It sounds 
more like a lame excuse. Is confidence a divine gift? Or will it arise 
of itself if the Soviet Union and the United States both repeat that 
they support confidence? Nothing of the kind. Arousing confidence 
is a long process. Its degree always depends on practical relations, 
on cooperation in many fields. 

We must get to know each other better if we are to avoid incidents 
pregnant with disaster. I repeat once again: not only economic fac- 
tors prompt us to cooperate. Political goals are more important here 
than economic ones. We must always bear in mind our main goal of 
normalizing Soviet-American relations. We must remember it, how- 
ever far off it may seem, and however our path toward it may be 
obscured by domestic and international factors. 

Realistically minded people in America and elsewhere want coop- 
eration, not confrontation. Information and personal contacts show this 
to be the case. Such people welcome realism in Soviet policy, and 
attach great hopes to it. I meet many businessmen, and I see they think 
in terms of the overall picture, though they never forget about business. 
It’s always a pleasure to meet Dr Armand Hammer. He does much to 
promote understanding and friendly contacts between our two coun- 
tries. I recently heard of Mr Bronfman, one of America’s richest citi- 
zens, suggesting a toast to Gorbachev’s health and telling his compan- 
ion: “‘I’ve got everything I could get from this life materially. But now 
it is the future of mankind that matters. If the Soviet Union continues 
to develop, it will be able to preserve the balance of forces and, con- 
sequently, there will be a market and peace.’’ 

Undoubtedly, the Soviet Union and the United States are two pow- 
erful states with vast interests. Each has its allies and friends. We 
have our foreign policy priorities, but this does not necessarily mean 
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that we are doomed to confrontation. A different conclusion would 
be more logical—the Soviet Union and the United States are espe- 
cially responsible for the future of the world. 

The bulk of nuclear weapons is concentrated in the Soviet Union 
and the United States. Meanwhile, ten percent or even one percent 
of their potential is enough to inflict irreparable damage on our planet 
and all human civilization. 

This point of view implies, too, that we and the Americans bear 
the greatest responsibility toward the world’s nations. Our two coun- 
tries and peoples and their politicians bear a special, unique respon- 
sibility to all human civilization. The American people were strong 
enough to make America what it now is. And the Soviet Union 
proved strong enough to make a once backward country an advanced 
power. And today, in spite of all the hardships we have experienced 
in our difficult history, the Soviet Union is a mighty developed state 
and a well-educated nation with a vast intellectual potential. So I 
think we and the Americans, with our historic achievements, will 
have the wisdom, ability, responsibility and respect for each other that 
is necessary to get to grips with reality and avert catastrophe. 

We are keenly aware of the mountains of problems that have ac- 
cumulated between our two countries. It is impossible to quickly dis- 
cuss and settle problems that have accumulated over years. It would 
be an illusion, an empty dream to think otherwise. The most impor- 
tant thing in Soviet-American relations is not to chase myths but to 
see things the way they are. We look at the world, the United States 
included, from a position of realistic politics. And we proceed from 
the fundamental fact that neither the American people nor the Soviet 
people want self-destruction. Convinced of this, we have embarked 
upon a path dedicated to bettering relations with the United States, 
and we expect reciprocity. 


On the Road to Geneva 


In the course of a major ‘‘stocktaking’’ of our domestic affairs and 
the international situation after the April 1985 Plenary Meeting of the 
Soviet Communist Party Central Committee, the Soviet leadership 
came to the conclusion that the situation in the world was too dan- 
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gerous to allow us to miss even the slightest chance for improvement 
and for more durable peace. We decided to try by persuasion, setting 
an example and demonstrating common sense, so as to reverse the 
dangerous course of events. The gravity of the situation convinced 
us that a one-to-one meeting with the US President was necessary, 
if only for a deeper exchange of views and for better understanding 
of each other’s positions. 

Several months before the meeting we began to pave the way by 
creating a more favorable climate. In the summer of 1985 the Soviet 
Union introduced a unilateral moratorium on all nuclear explosions 
and expressed its readiness immediately to resume the negotiations 
for a comprehensive test ban treaty. We also reaffirmed our unilateral 
moratorium on the testing of anti-satellite weapons and advanced a 
radical proposal for reduction in nuclear arsenals. We backed up our 
strong conviction that the arms race must not spread into space with 
a proposal for broad international cooperation in the peaceful explo- 
ration and use of space. 

On the eve of the Geneva meeting, the Warsaw Pact countries de- 
clared at a meeting of their Political Consultative Committee in Sofia 
that they were determined to continue working toward peace, dé- 
tente, against the arms race and confrontation, and for an improve- 
ment in the international situation in the interests of all countries of 
the world. 


Geneva 


All the details of the Geneva meeting are fresh in my memory. Dur- 
ing the two busy days I had several one-on-one discussions with 
President Reagan. There were five such meetings to be exact, not 
counting when we met for a couple of minutes to bid each other 
goodbye. 

As I have already said, our discussions were frank, long, sharp, and, 
at times very sharp. We saw that we had what I think is a spring-board 
for working toward better Soviet-American relations. This was the 
realization that a nuclear war cannot be won and must never be fought. 

That view was repeatedly expressed by the Soviet side and by the 
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Americans as well. This means that the central issue in relations be- 
tween our two countries today is security. I told the President that we 
must think of ways to improve bilateral relations in the interest of the 
Soviet and American peoples and then try to make those relations 
friendly, taking into account that our countries are not only different 
but also interrelated. For the alternative is universal destruction. 

It was from this point of view that we talked about the need for 
measures to prevent an arms race in space and to halt it on Earth, 
and the importance of maintaining strategic parity and lowering its 
level. From this position we also discussed the outside world, which 
is a many-faceted community of nations, each with its own interests, 
aspirations, policies, traditions and dreams. We talked about the nat- 
ural wish of every nation to exercise its sovereign rights in the po- 
litical sphere and in the economic and social spheres as well. Each 
country has the right to choose a way of development, a system and 
friends. If we do not recognize this, we shall never be able to ar- 
range normal international relations. 

There were moments when the President concurred, but on many 
things we could not reach agreement. Our substantial differences on 
matters of principle remained. In Geneva we failed to find a solution 
to the fundamental problem of halting the arms race and strength- 
ening peace. 

However, even then, in the autumn of 1985, I believed, as I still 
believe, that the meeting was necessary and useful. In the most dif- 
ficult periods of history moments of truth are needed like air. The 
arms race has made the international situation too disquieting and too 
much nonsense has been said on this score. The time has come to 
disperse this fog and check words by deeds. Nothing can do this bet- 
ter than direct discussion, and this is what summit meetings are for. 
In direct debate you can’t hide from the truth. 

In Geneva we got to know each other better, clearly saw the na- 
ture of our differences, and started dialogue. We signed an agreement 
on cultural exchanges which is already working to our mutual ad- 
vantage. We realized that we still had a long way to go in order to 
achieve a satisfactory mutual understanding and that we had to work 
really hard to bring about a change for the better in Soviet- American 
relations and in the world in general. 
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After Geneva 


What happened after Geneva? We always knew that nothing would 
change by itself and that it required a good deal of initiative to continue 
what had been achieved. The binding agreements signed in Geneva, in 
which both sides pledged that a nuclear war must never be fought, that 
neither side would seek to achieve military superiority and that the 
Geneva negotiations should be accelerated, had to be translated into 
practical moves. And we made such moves. 


Moratorium 


On 1 January 1986, the term of our unilateral moratorium on nuclear 
explosions expired, but the Soviet Union extended it. It was a very 
serious decision which involved some risks for us because advances 
in space technology continued and new types of nuclear weapons, 
such as nuclear-pumped lasers, were being developed. Yet we had 
the courage to do what we did and invite the United States to follow 
suit in the interest of world peace. 

A nuclear test ban is a touchstone. If you sincerely wish to elim- 
inate nuclear weapons, you will agree to ban tests because such a 
ban will lead to a reduction of the existing arsenals and an end to 
their modernization. If you do not want this to happen, you will do 
everything to ensure that testing continues. 

A nuclear test ban is a measure that would immediately introduce a 
new, encouraging element in Soviet-American relations and the inter- 
national situation as a whole. There was a good basis for carrying out 
this measure. The Soviet Union and the United States are both signa- 
tories to the treaty banning nuclear tests in three environments. We had 
worked out an agreement on the limitation of underground nuclear 
explosions and had some experience in negotiating their total prohibi- 
tion. 

Earlier the stumbling block was the verification problem. To re- 
move it we declared that we were prepared to accept verification in 
any form and use to this end both national technical facilities and 
intemational facilities involving third countries. 

Being an action rather than just a proposal, the Soviet moratorium 


PROBLEMS OF DISARMAMENT AND USSR-USA RELATIONS 215 


on nuclear explosions bore out the seriousness and sincerity of our 
nuclear disarmament program and our appeals for a new policy—a 
policy of realism, peace and cooperation. 

People of good will acclaimed our decision for a moratorium on 
nuclear explosions. We heard words of approval and support from all 
over the globe. Politicians and parliamentarians, public figures and 
organizations viewed this action as an example of a correct approach 
to present-day problems and as a hope for deliverance from the fear 
of nuclear catastrophe. The Soviet moratorium was endorsed by the 
UN General Assembly, the most representative body of states in the 
world. We were supported, also, by outstanding physicists and phy- 
sicians, who realize perhaps better than anyone else the dangers of 
the atom. The Soviet moratorium inspired members of the scientific 
community in many countries to vigorous actions. 

However, all these obvious and encouraging manifestations of the 
new thinking are being countered by militarism and the political at- 
titudes linked with it, which have so dangerously lagged behind the 
sweeping changes taking place internationally. The US Administra- 
tion reacted unequivocally to the extension of the Soviet morato- 
rium—it went on with a series of nuclear tests. Its spokesmen offi- 
cially declared that it is Moscow’s business whether to test nuclear 
charges or not. As far as the United States was concerned, the tests 
would continue without any let-up. 

Silence reigned at Soviet test sites. Of course, we weighed the 
dangers involved in Washington’s actions and saw how demonstra- 
tively and impudently the American Administration was pushing its 
line in total disregard for the appeals to put an end to all nuclear 
explosions. Nevertheless, having examined the problems from all an- 
gles, and guided by a sense of responsibility for the fate of the world, 
the Politburo of the CPSU Central Committee and the Soviet gov- 
ernment resolved in August 1986 to extend the unilateral moratorium 
on nuclear tests until 1 January 1987. The United States, however, 
elected not to follow the Soviet example. 

I do not think our moratorium was unproductive. World public 
opinion learned that nuclear tests could be ended and it learned who 
was opposed to this. It’s true that a historic chance to halt the arms 
race was missed then, but the political lessons of all this have not 
been wasted. Now that an agreement has been reached to start full- 
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scale, stage-by-stage negotiations on nuclear testing by 1 December, 
we can congratulate ourselves and everyone for having got the matter 
off the ground. 


The Nuclear Disarmament Program 


On 15 January 1986 we advanced a fifteen-year program providing 
for the stage-by-stage elimination of nuclear weapons by the end of 
the twentieth century. We carefully worked out this program, seeking 
to ensure a mutually acceptable balance of interests at each stage so 
that no one’s security would be undermined at any point. Any other 
approach would be simply unrealistic. On the basis of this program 
our representatives tabled major compromise proposals at the Geneva 
talks. They touched upon medium-range missiles, strategic offensive 
weapons, and non-militarization of outer space. 

The Statement of 15 January was of a policy-making nature. We 
wanted to single out the main threat to civilization related to nuclear 
weapons and nuclear explosions, without overlooking the questions 
pertaining to the prohibition and elimination of chemical weapons and 
a drastic reduction in conventional armaments. This was a set of 
measures in general outline. The overriding principle in operation at 
all stages was the maintenance of a balance. No political games or 
fuses are needed, but political responsibility and a clear understand- 
ing that no one is out to deceive anyone else when the issue at stake 
is aS sensitive as a State's security. 

Such a step as the one we took on 15 January 1986 required not 
only an understanding of our responsibility, but also political resolve. 
We proceeded from the need for new approaches to security issues 
in the nuclear space age. This was the will of our entire people. In 
taking this step, the last thing we contemplated was a propaganda 
dividend to outdo the other side. The move was dictated by a sense 
of responsibility about preventing nuclear war and preserving peace. 
Our stance here accorded with world public opinion; among other 
things, it was a response to the appeal of the Group of Six (India, 
Argentina, Sweden, Greece, Mexico, Tanzania). 

We are profoundly devoted to the idea of a nuclear-free world. En- 
riched by the Indian political tradition and the specifics of Indian phi- 
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losophy and culture, this idea was developed in the Delhi Declaration 
on Principles for a Nuclear-Weapon-Free and Non-Violent World. For 
us this is not some slogan that was invented to stagger the imagi- 
nation. Security is a political issue, not a function of military con- 
frontation. Failure to understand this can only result in war with all 
its catastrophic consequences. If the huge stockpiles of nuclear, 
chemical and other weapons that have been accumulated are un- 
leashed, nothing will remain of the world. What we are talking about 
is the survival of humanity. For us the idea of a nuclear-free world 
is a conviction which we arrived at through a great deal of suffering. 
We regard security as an all-embracing concept which incorporates 
not only military—political aspects, but economic, ecological and hu- 
manitarian ones as well. 

At the 27th Congress of the CPSU we substantiated from all an- 
gles the concept of building an all-embracing system of international 
security. We presented it to the entire world, to the governments, 
parties, public organizations and movements which are genuinely 
concerned about peace on Earth.’ 


‘We see the Fundamental Principles of this system as follows: 

1. In the military sphere 

renunciation by the nuclear powers of war—both nuclear and conventional—against 

each other or against third countnes; 

ii prevention of an arms race in outer space, cessation of all nuclear weapons tests 
and the total destruction of such weapons, a ban on the construction of chemical 
weapons, and renunciation of the development of other means of mass annihilation; 

iii a strictly controlled lowering of the levels of military capabilities of countries to 
limits of reasonable sufficiency; 

iv disbandment of military alliances, and, as a stage toward this, renunciation of their 
enlargement and of the formation of new ones; 

v balanced and proportionate reduction of military budgets. 

2. In the political sphere 

i strict respect in international practice for the right of each people to choose the 

ways and forms of its development independently; 

i a just political settlement of international crises and regional conflicts; 

iii elaboration of a set of measures aimed at building confidence between states and 
the creation of effective guarantees against attack from without and for inviolability 
of their frontiers; 

iv elaboration of effective methods of preventing international terrorism, including those 
ensuring the safety of international land, air and sea communications. 

3. In the economic sphere 

exclusion of all forms of discrimination from international practice; renunciation of 

the policy of economic blockades and sanctions if this is not directly envisaged in 

the recommendations of the world community; 
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We are not reneging on any of the proposals in our Congress pro- 
gram; we are prepared to consider in a most careful manner any ideas 
that could promote peaceful coexistence as the loftiest, universal 
principle of interstate relations. 

We also spoke at the Congress about Soviet-American relations. I 
want to call to mind our statement on this score: ‘‘It is the firm in- 
tention of the Soviet Union to justify the hopes of the peoples of our 
two countnes and of the whole world who are expecting from the 
leaders of the USSR and the US concrete steps, practical actions, and 
tangible agreements on how to curb the arms race.’’ The entire es- 
sence of Congress’s stand on Soviet-American relations can be ex- 
pressed in a few words—we live on the same planet, and we won’t 
be able to preserve peace without the United States. 


The US Since Geneva 


How has the US Administration behaved since Geneva? A strident 
campaign aimed at instigating anti-Soviet passions was started for the 
umpteenth time. Attempts were made again and again to portray the 


ii joint quests for ways of a just settlement of the problem of debts; 

iii establishment of a new world economic order guaranteeing equal economic security 

to all countries; 

iv elaboration of principles for utilizing part of the funds released as a result of a re- 

duction of military budgets for the good of the world community, of developing 

nations in the first place; 

the pooling of efforts in exploring and making peaceful use of outer space and in 

resolving global problems on which the destinies of civilization depend. 

4. In the humanitarian sphere 

cooperation in the dissemination of the ideas of peace, disarmament, and international 

security; greater flow of general objective information and broader contact between 

peoples for the purpose of learning about one another; reinforcement of the spirit of 
mutual understanding and concord in relations between them; 

ii extirpation of genocide, apartheid, advocacy of fascism and every other form of racial, 
national or religious exclusiveness, and also of discrimination against people on this 
basis; 

i extension—while respecting the laws of each country—of international cooperation in 
the implementation of the political, social and personal rights of people; 

iv solution in a humane and positive spirit to questions related to the reuniting of families, 

martiage, and the promotion of contacts between people and between organizations; 

v strengthening of and the quests for new forms of cooperation in culture, art, science, 

education, and medicine. 
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Soviet Union as some kind of bugbear, to increase fears in order to 
get the latest military budget through Congress. The ‘‘evil empire’’ 
epithet has been trotted out. The President has again confirmed that 
he is not going to scrap this term. 

All this could be put down to rhetoric, but, as I have already said, 
hostile rhetoric also ruins relations. It has a snowballing effect. Things 
are now far more serious. There has been, for instance, a demand 
for the Soviet Union to cut its diplomatic staff in the US by forty 
percent; American warships crossed Soviet territorial waters near the 
Crimean coast; a military attack was launched against sovereign 
Libya. We assessed such actions by the American Administration in 
the post-Geneva situation as a challenge, not only to the Soviet Union 
but to the whole world, including the American people. 

It was then that the US stated its intention to pull out of the SALT- 
II Treaty. This document was declared ‘‘dead.’’ Instead of proceed- 
ing to new major agreements to end the arms race, the Administra- 
tion preferred to dismantle the existing agreements. A campaign was 
begun to brainwash the American and world public in order to de- 
stroy the unlimited Anti-Ballistic Missile Treaty. 

The post-Geneva period has shown that whereas in the past we 
could only surmise, today. we have at our disposal facts which attest 
to the US Administration’s reluctance to comply with the Geneva ac- 
cords. However, while continuing to act in the old way, it wanted to 
‘‘calm’’ the public. We again began asking ourselves whether Wash- 
ington really thinks it is dealing with weak-willed people, that it can 
go on acting like a gambler, that the Soviet Union shudders at the 
sight of ever new militarist postures? 

At that time I was to speak in the city of Togliatti. I was to ex- 
plain to the working class of this city, and to all Soviet people, what 
had happened since Geneva. 

We accomplished a great deal, and we fulfilled our commitments 
to the world, taking a highly responsible attitude to our commitments 
at Geneva. 

But what about the United States? I cited the facts, and again the 
question arose as to what the United States really wants if one is to 
judge by its real policies rather than its statements. Not only did the 
Administration abandon détente, it seemed scared by any manifesta- 
tions of a thaw. I had to tell the Soviet people honestly whose in- 
terests such policies were expected to promote. Indeed, it was not the 
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American people that wanted the military threat to increase—was it? 
The US military-industrial complex had to be spoken about which, 
like the ancient Moloch, not only devours the immense resources of 
the Americans and other peoples, but also devours the fruits of the 
efforts to eliminate the threat of nuclear war. 

Of course, our people are alarmed by the Strategic Defense Initia- 
tive. We have said this more than once. But maybe they are merely 
trying to intimidate us again? Perhaps it is better to stop fearing SDI? 

Indifference was certainly inadmissible. We saw that although mil- 
lions of Americans, including prominent political and public leaders, 
ordinary people, scientists, religious leaders, and school and univer- 
sity students, were against SDI and nuclear tests, some quarters in 
the United States had gone crazy over the Star Wars program. This 
was all the more dangerous because it ensued directly from a rapid 
militarization of political thought. And yet it was necessary to get rid 
of the impression about us for which we were not responsible. They 
think that if the USSR is afraid of SDI, it should be intimidated with 
SDI morally, economically, politically and militarily. This explains 
the great stress on SDI, the aim being to exhaust us. So, we have 
decided to say: yes, we are against SDI, because we are for complete 
elimination of nuclear weapons and because SDI makes the world 
ever more unstable. But for us the issue involves responsibility rather 
than fear, because the consequences would be unpredictable. Instead 
of promoting security, SDI destroys the remnants of what might still 
serve security. 

Speaking in Togliatti, I decided to say once again that our re- 
sponse to SDI would be effective. The United States hopes that we 
will develop similar systems, so it can get ahead of us technologi- 
cally and take advantage of its technological superiority. But we, the 
Soviet leadership, know that there is nothing which the US could 
achieve that our scientists and engineers could not. A tenth of the US 
investments would be enough to create a counter-system to frustrate 
SDI. 

Thus we have resolved to debunk entirely the demagogical state- 
ments that we are faltering in the face of SDI. 

In my address, I repeated the formula of the Party Congress—we 
do not want more security, but we will not settle for less. 

Summing up the results of the post-Geneva months, we wanted to 
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tell the West, the United States and NATO that there was no way 
we would abandon our policy of peace, though we took into account 
the true Westem policies. We would not beg for peace. We had more 
than once responded to challenges and would do so again. 

It seemed that the United States should have responded to our ini- 
tiatives and moves since the Geneva summit by meeting us halfway 
and reacting to the aspirations of the people. But that was not the 
case. The ruling group placed selfish interests above those of man- 
kind and its own people. What was also significant was that it did it 
so bluntly and defiantly, totally ignoring world public opinion. 

Such attitudes indicate that the feeling of responsibility has been 
ousted again by the habitual mentality that one can get away with 
anything. 

The hopes that arose after the Geneva summit, everywhere, in- 
cluding in American society, soon gave way to disillusionment, be- 
cause everything in US real politics remained as it had been. 


The Lesson of Chernobyl 


April 1986 taught us a grave lesson in what an atom out of control 
is capable of doing, even an atom used for peaceful purposes. I refer 
to the tragedy of Chernobyl. The entire truth has been revealed as to 
how it happened, and why, and as to its consequences. Those to 
blame for the catastrophe have already been brought to trial. The 
world knows what was done in our country to reduce the extent of 
that misfortune. 

We many times discussed the incident at the Central Committee’s 
Politburo. Soon after the first few reports had reached us we realized 
that the situation was serious and that we were responsible both for 
the evaluation of the accident and for the right conclusions. Our work 
is open to the whole nation and the whole world. To think that we 
can settle for half-measures and dodge an issue is inadmissible. There 
must be full and unbiased information about what happened. A cow- 
ardly position means an unacceptable policy. There are no vested in- 
terests that would compel us to conceal the truth. 

The Soviet leadership was directly involved in the efforts to cope 
with the aftermath of the accident. We regarded it as our duty to the 
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people and as our international responsibility. The best scientists, 
physicians and technical personnel were summoned to eliminate the 
consequences of the accident. We got help—which we very much ap- 
preciated—from scientists, industrial firms and physicians, including 
from America. And, finally, we made some crucial conclusions con- 
ceming the further development of the nuclear power industry. 

Thanks to the selfless efforts of tens of thousands of people and 
nationwide support, including donations, we succeeded in containing 
the consequences of the accident. But we do not regard this as a rea- 
son for remaining silent. We are not inclined to oversimplify the sit- 
uation, either for ourselves or for others. The work goes on. It will 
take years, though the situation, I repeat, is under control. 

And that was an accident involving just one reactor. Chermoby] 
mercilessly reminded us what all of us would suffer if a nuclear thun- 
derstorm was unleashed. 

I won’t recall all the lies concocted about Chernobyl. May I just 
say that we appreciated the understanding and help of all those who 
felt for us in our misfortune, but we also witnessed again how much 
malice and malevolence there was in the world. 


Reykjavik 


We realized that the militarist group in the United States (I mean nei- 
ther the Republican or Democratic Party, but those firmly linked to 
the arms business) stood in awe of the slightest hint at a thaw in re- 
lations between our countries. That group had been doing everything 
possible and impossible to forget all about the Geneva summit, to 
erase the spirit of Geneva, remove any and all obstacles in its way 
and continue the arms race without hindrance, including in the new 
direction—toward outer space. 

But we were also well aware that the militarist group was far from 
the only entity on the US political scene. American politicians who 
had taken realistic positions and bore no illusions about the world sit- 
uation advocated continuing negotiations with the USSR in search of 
ways to normalize Soviet-American relations, knowing that the arms 
race would result in serious negative consequences for the United 
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States itself. But the interests of the militarist group always triumphed 
in one way or another, as had, in fact, often happened before. 

Chances for a full-dress, fruitful Soviet-American summit were 
rapidly waning. Going to a new summit just to shake hands and 
maintain friendly relations would have been frivolous and senseless. 
And yet we could not accept the American ‘‘no’’ to our consistent 
efforts to achieve a rapprochement of positions and hammer out a 
reasonable compromise. We knew that we needed a breakthrough and 
that time was working against the interests of mankind. Then came 
the idea of holding an interim Soviet-American summit in order to 
give a really powerful impetus to the cause of nuclear disarmament, 
to overcome the dangerous tendencies and to swing events in the right 
direction. The US President accepted our initiative, which seemed 
quite inspiring. That was how the way was paved for the Reykjavik 
summit in October 1986. 

In the course of our first discussion at Reykjavik I told the Pres- 
ident that in the wake of the Geneva summit we had succeeded in 
activating the intricate and vast mechanism of the Soviet-American 
dialogue. But that mechanism had more than once faltered: there was 
no progress on the major issues both sides were concerned about— 
how to defuse the nuclear threat, how to put the impulse provided 
by the Geneva summit to advantage, and how to achieve specific ac- 
cords. That troubled us much. I also told the President that the Ge- 
Neva negotiations were choking on the endless discussions of dead 
issues. There were some fifty to a hundred alternatives in the air, but 
none which would pave the way toward progress. 

We planned thoroughly for the Reykjavik summit and did a lot of 
preparatory work. We pursued a clear-cut and firm line—to agree in 
the long run on the complete elimination of nuclear weapons with 
equal security for the United States and the Soviet Union at all stages 
of progress toward that goal. A different approach would have been 
vague, unrealistic and invalid. The Reykjavik meeting, we were con- 
vinced, was to pave the way for signing agreements on fundamental 
arms control issues at our next meeting. 

We brought with us to Reykjavik a set of drastic measures in draft 
form. Had these been accepted, mankind would have stood on the 
threshold of a new era, a nuclear-free era. The point at issue was not 


224 PERESTROIKA 


reductions in nuclear weapons, as it was in the SALT-I and SALT- 
Il agreements, but rather the speedy elimination of these weapons. 

The first proposal was on strategic offensive weapons. I declared 
our readiness to have these cut by fifty percent in the course of the 
forthcoming five years. 

What I heard in response were all kinds of things about levels, 
sublevels and mind-boggling estimates, something the delegations to 
the Geneva negotiations had chewed over and squashed for months 
before they found themselves in a blind alley. I began to argue but 
soon saw that the discussion was leading nowhere. To get out of the 
quagmire of stalemate—which had been created at the Geneva ne- 
gotiations far from accidentally but with a deliberate intention to dis- 
credit the talks and make the whole thing look a farce—I offered a 
simple and clear solution. There was the triad of strategic weap- 
onry—ballistic land-based missiles, sea-launched missiles and _air- 
craft. Both the USSR and the US had them, though the strategic of- 
fensive weapons of each side had their own historical differences. Let 
all three components or types of weapons, i.e., each of the three parts 
of the triad, be halved, fairly and equally. 

To make an accord easier we made a significant compromise, re- 
moving our earlier demand that the strategic equation include Amer- 
ican medium-range missiles that could reach our territory and Amer- 
ican forward-based systems. We were also ready to take into account 
US concern over our heavy missiles. 

The President agreed to this approach. Moreover, he advanced the 
idea of complete elimination of strategic offensive weapons over the 
forthcoming five years, something that I firmly supported. 

Our second proposal concerned medium-range missiles. I sug- 
gested to the President that Soviet and American weapons of this class 
in Europe be completely eliminated. In that area, too, we were mak- 
ing big concessions. We ignored the British and French nuclear forces 
spearheaded against us. We agreed to have missiles with a range of 
less than a thousand kilometres frozen and immediately to begin ne- 
gotiations on their future, certainly thinking toward Europe being ul- 
timately rid of that type of missiles. Finally, we accepted the Amer- 
ican proposal to sharply limit the number of medium-range missiles 
deployed in the Asian part of the Soviet Union, leaving a hundred 
warheads on such missiles to the east of the Urals in the USSR and 
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a hundred warheads on the American medium-range missiles on US 
territory. As a result, there appeared a chance we would be able to 
instruct our foreign ministers to start working on a draft accord in 
medium-range missiles. 

The third question which I put to the President in our first dis- 
cussion and which we saw as part and parcel of our package was to 
strengthen the regime of the Anti-Ballistic Missile Treaty and achieve 
a nuclear test ban. 

I tried to convince the President that, as we sought to reduce nu- 
clear weapons, we ought to be sure that none of us would do any- 
thing to put the security of the other side in jeopardy. Hence the key 
meaning of the strengthening of the ABM Treaty. We also duly took 
into account the President’s deep commitment to the idea of SDI. We 
proposed that it be recorded that laboratory research for SDI is per- 
missible and then that the issue of the non-use of the right to aban- 
don the ABM Treaty for ten years be resolved. The non-use of the 
right to abandon the ABM Treaty for ten years was indispensable to 
make us confident that, in dealing with arms control, we would safe- 
guard mutual security and prevent attempts to gain unilateral advan- 
tages through deployment of space-based systems. 

Politically, practically and technically, such limitations posed no 
threats to anyone. I will raise the point again later, but for the time 
being I would like to recall that in Reykjavik we proposed to the 
President that it be agreed that our representatives start negotiations 
on a nuclear test ban as soon as the meeting in the capital of Iceland 
was concluded. We adopted a flexible approach to that problem, too, 
having stated that we saw a full-fledged treaty on the complete and 
final prohibition of nuclear testing as a process implying step-by-step 
progress. In this context, priority issues could include the ‘‘threshold 
capacity’’ of nuclear tests, the yearly number of such tests, and the 
future of the 1974 and 1976 treaties. We were quite close to finding 
appropriate formulas for that question, too. 

I still think the way to a moratorium has not been hopelessly 
blocked. The fact that we had to resume testing is certainly not an 
indication that the United States alone can write the scenario. It's hard 
to say when realism will prevail in our evaluations of each other. But 
it will come one day, perhaps quite unexpectedly, because life makes 
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us wiser. History is rich in examples showing how abruptly the sit- 
uation may change. 

And so the Reykjavik summit resulted in a chance that our foreign 
ministers would be directed to prepare three draft accords to be signed 
at the next Soviet-American summit. But the opportunity, so clear 
and palpable, to achieve a breakthrough on the way toward a truly 
historic compromise between the USSR and the USA, ultimately fell 
apart, though it had been within easy reach. 

The stumbling block proved to be the American stance on the 
ABM Treaty. After Reykjavik I asked myself time and again why the 
United States had avoided an agreement on strengthening the regime 
of this treaty of unlimited duration. And each time the conclusion I 
came to was one and the same: the United States is not ready to part 
with its hope of winning nuclear superiority and this time wants to 
get ahead of the Soviet Union by speeding up SDI research. 

In this context I would like to reiterate once more: if the United 
States succeeds in having its way with SDI, which we doubt very 
much, a Soviet answer will be forthcoming. If the United States does 
not give up SDI, we are not going to make life easier for the US. 
Our reply will be effective, credible and not too costly. We have a 
tentative scheme on how to puncture SDI without spending the fab- 
ulous sums the US will need to establish it. Let the Americans con- 
sider once again if it is worthwhile wearing themselves down with 
SDI. It would not offer dependable protection anyway. 

But SDI means moving weapons to a new medium which would 
greatly destabilize the strategic situation. On the other hand, adher- 
ence to SDI speaks of political intentions and political aims: to place 
the Soviet Union at a disadvantage by hook or by crook. It was these 
political intentions, these illusory designs—to dominate the USSR 
through the Strategic Defense Initiative—that prevented Reykjavik 
from being crowned with decisions of historic significance. 

Ronald Reagan and I talked a good deal about it, and our discus- 
sions were rather heated. I was sincere when I told the President that 
our meeting could not produce one winner: we would both either win 
or lose. 

And still Reykjavik marked a tumning-point in world history. It tan- 
gibly demonstrated that the world situation could be improved. A 
quantitatively new situation emerged. Now no one can act in the way 
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he acted before. At Reykjavik we became convinced that our course 
was correct and that a new and constructive way of political thinking 
was essential. 

The meeting, as it were, raised to a new level the Soviet-Ameri- 
can dialogue, as indeed it did the whole East-West dialogue. This 
dialogue has now broken free of the confusion of technicalities, of 
data comparisons and of political arithmetic, and has acquired new 
parameters. Reykjavik has become a vantage point for spotting pros- 
pects of solving difficult issues—I speak of security, nuclear disar- 
mament and the need to stop new dimensions in the arms race. 
Reykjavik mapped out a route by which humankind can regain the 
immortality it lost when nuclear arms incinerated Hiroshima and Na- 
gasaki. 

We feel the meeting in Iceland was a landmark. It signified com- 
pletion of one stage in the disarmament effort and the beginning of 
another. We broke down the old pattern of talks and brought the So- 
viet-American dialogue out of what, I would say, was political fog 
and demagogy. During the years of negotiations numerous proposals 
by both sides had tumed disarmament topics into absolute Greek even 
to political leaders, not to mention the public at large. Our latest nu- 
clear disarmament program is simple and understandable to everyone. 
It boils down to four points expressed in a page and a half (as de- 
scribed on pages 217-218). The broad public can understand it. This 
was our deliberate aim, to make the world public a kind of party to 
our talks. 


After Reykjavik 


The dialectics of Reykjavik are such: the objective is nearer and more 
palpable, while the situation has grown more complex and contra- 
dictory. One can clearly see that, on the one hand, agreement, un- 
precedented in scope, is within reach and, on the other hand, there 
are enormous barriers in its way. Generally speaking, we have never 
come so close to accord before. 

And indeed, it turned out that on the first and second points of our 
platform—strategic weapons and medium-range missiles—we achieved 
understanding, difficult though it was. This alone added greatly to our 
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experience. We appreciated the President’s difficulties and knew that 
he was not free to decide. We did not overdramatize the fact that the 
ABM problem prevented Reykjavik from becoming a total success. 
We decided: let the President think over everything that has taken 
place, let him consult Congress. One more attempt might be neces- 
sary to step over what divides us. We can wait. So we did not with- 
draw the proposals we brought to Reykjavik. 

Reykjavik gave us an important insight into where we stand. Some 
clear-cut thinking is needed here and the approach must not be prim- 
itive. I would not on any account call Reykjavik a failure. It was a 
stage in a long and difficult dialogue, in the quest for solutions which 
must be large-scale. Only then is agreement possible. From Reyk- 
javik we drew the conclusion that the need for dialogue had in- 
creased. This is why after Reykjavik I am an even greater optimist. 

The text of this book was already on the publisher’s desk when 
Eduard Shevardnadze and George Shultz agreed in Washington that 
an agreement on medium- and shorter-range missiles would be drafted 
shortly and signed before the end of the year. This will be the first, 
major step toward disarmament. And this will also be a practical re- 
sult of the Reykjavik meeting, proof that it was a historic meeting, 
a tuming-point. And thus we have the answer to a question which 
was often asked then: has the world become a safer place since 
Reykjavik? 

Some people tried to explain the Reykjavik drama (the situation 
was really dramatic) as though the whole matter hinged on one word 
and crumbled because of that word. No, it was a matter of principle. 
We made great strides to meet the other side, but we could not make 
a concession that would jeopardize the security of our state. Back in 
Moscow I twice spoke on the Reykjavik results, and not only to re- 
store the truth, which was being distorted. My aim was first of all 
to determine what to do next. I said at the time and I am still con- 
vinced that the non-success of Reykjavik was due to two strategic 
misconceptions typical of certain Western circles. 

First, that the Russians are afraid of SDI and would therefore make 
any concessions. And second, that we have a greater interest in dis- 
armament than the United States. These sentiments had their impact 
on the course of the Reykjavik talks. We soon felt what was ex- 
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pected of us: the American delegation had arrived without a definite 
program and wanted only to put pickings in its basket. 

The American partners stubbomly pushed us toward what had been 
fruitlessly discussed by our delegations at the Geneva talks. We, for 
our part, wanted to put what had been in principle agreed at the Ge- 
Neva summit into practical and real terms. In other words, we wanted 
to give an impulse to the process of the elimination of nuclear 
weapons. 

Indeed, all the previous talk had been about the limitation of nu- 
clear weapons. Now it was about their reduction and elimination. 
That being so, it was necessary to seal all openings for outflanking 
maneuvres that could guarantee superiority. That is why the key point 
proved to be observance of the ABM Treaty. The US stand in Reyk- 
javik on this issue clearly showed that the American side had not 
lowered its sights on supremacy. But it was found lacking both in 
responsibility and in the political determination to cross that thresh- 
old, because that would mean shaking off the influence of the mili- 
tary-industrial complex. 

Nevertheless, we are not giving the matter up as lost. We proceed 
from the belief that Reykjavik has opened up new chances for all— 
Europeans, Americans and us—to see what is happening. One thing 
is clear to us, however: since the Americans want to get rid of the 
ABM Treaty and pursue SDI—which is an instrument for ensuring 
domination—than there is need for a package where everything is in- 
terconnected. And we wish to be fair: in advancing that package, we 
wanted to show to the world that SDI is the main obstacle to an 
agreement on nuclear disarmament. 

The time that has passed since Reykjavik has been highly instruc- 
tive. The militarist circles got a real scare. They tried, and still are 
trying, to pile up most absurd obstacles in the way of the process 
begun in Reykjavik, to make it somehow peter out. All kinds of sto- 
ries were served up on what was discussed in Reykjavik and every 
effort was made to conceal the fact that the American side had come 
empty-handed to Reykjavik, prepared only to pick up Soviet conces- 
sions. 

All sorts of things have happened in the days, weeks, months and 
now almost a year since Reykjavik. I choose to call a spade a spade: 
the US Administration has in fact set a course toward nullifying the 
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Reykjavik results. None of its actions leave any doubt as to that. We 
saw the US begin to mix things up with regard to what actually took 
place in Reykjavik, and Western Europe stricken with near-panic 
feelings. 

But the main thing is the activities of the United States. I mean 
the United States actually exceeding the limits of the SALT-II Treaty 
by deploying the 131st strategic bomber equipped with cruise mis- 
siles. Furthermore, I mean the ostentatiously loud debates in the 
Administration in favor of the so-called broad interpretation of the 
ABM Treaty. And in the first months of 1987 we heard from Wash- 
ington that it was time for the US to start deploying the first SDI 
components in space. 

The Geneva talks, too, were proceeding at a slack pace. Attempts 
were made to drag us back, and all those levels and sublevels were 
again thrown out on to the table. For propaganda purposes all that 
was garnished with talk about Soviet toughness and obstinacy; it was 
claimed that the USSR was setting out its proposals as a package and 
was preventing solutions where they were already possible. 

What were we supposed to do? React in a similar fashion? But no 
good ever comes of such an attitude. 

We did not follow the US ‘‘example’’ but said that we would con- 
tinue to honor our commitments arising from the SALT-II Treaty. A 
bomber more or a bomber less means little in the context of the pres- 
ent strategic balance between the USSR and the USA. Washington’s 
violation of the SALT-II Treaty was more of a political than a mil- 
itary nature. It was a sort of ‘‘invitation’’ to the Soviet Union to re- 
tum to the pre-Reykjavik times. 

We kept our cool when US right-wing groupings talked about step- 
ping up SDI and immediately testing and even deploying space-based 
ABM systems. 

As for the talk about the Soviet package, I still believe that, had 
the United States agreed to accept that package with possible speci- 
fications and certain modification, tremendous progress would have 
been made. Still earlier the package contained provisions for limiting 
and eliminating strategic offensive weapons and preventing the mili- 
tarization of space. These issues are organically tied. This is strategic 
coordination. If there are no tough restrictions to prevent the arms 
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race in space, there will be no reduction in the strategic offensive 
weapons. This must be perfectly clear to everyone. 

In Reykjavik, we included into the package the question of me- 
dium-range missiles because we wanted to curtail the arms race in 
all the key directions simultaneously. At the same time, I repeat, we 
wanted to pinpoint SDI so that the whole world could see that it is 
the chief obstacle in the way of nuclear disarmament. Many Western 
politicians criticized and condemned us because we reintroduced me- 
dium-range missiles to the package. I know that various public quar- 
ters also disagreed with us. I think, however, that we made the night 
decision. 


The Moscow Forum and Medium-Range Missiles 


The Moscow forum ‘‘For the Nuclear-Free World and the Survival 
of Humanity’’ made a very deep impression on myself and other So- 
viet leaders. We became acutely aware of the sentiments of the world 
public, its anxiety and concern about the fate of Reykjavik, about the 
fact that shortly after Reykjavik the Soviet Union had to suspend its 
unilateral moratorium on nuclear testing, that the United States un- 
dermined the SALT-II Treaty and that the ABM Treaty was in jeop- 
ardy. We in the Soviet Union gave it much thought and decided to 
take another step to invigorate the Geneva talks and achieve a pos- 
itive shift in disarmament. What I have in mind is the singling out 
of the medium-range missile issue from the package. 

And what happened? 

Just like after Reykjavik, the NATO camp sounded an alarm. In 
response to our new step toward the West and before everyone’s eyes, 
the NATO ruling circles began backing out of positions they had up- 
held for a long time, rejecting their own zero option or fencing it in 
with various conditions. They went so far as to suggest a build-up 
of nuclear arsenals in Europe by deploying American shorter-range 
missiles, instead of a reduction of such arsenals. 

We also hear the following statements: the West will give cre- 
dence to the proposals of the Soviet Union on arms reduction if the 
USSR changes its political system, if it accepts Western society as a 
model. This is simply ridiculous. 
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After Reykjavik and especially after our proposal to conclude a 
separate agreement on medium-range missiles, the NATO circles 
raised a ballyhoo about the impossibility of securing peace in Europe 
without nuclear weapons. 

I had a sharp debate on this issue with Mrs Thatcher. She claimed 
that for Britain nuclear weapons are the sole means of ensuring its 
security in the event of a conventional war in Europe. This is a phi- 
losophy of doom. I told the British Prime Minister: ‘‘When you are 
vowing that nuclear weapons are a blessing and that the US and the 
USSR may reduce their levels whereas Britain will keep aloof, it be- 
comes only too obvious that we see in front of us an ardent supporter 
of nuclear weapons. Let us assume that we begin the process of dis- 
armament, remove medium-range missiles from Europe and reduce 
strategic offensive weapons by fifty percent or by another percentage, 
while you continue building up your nuclear forces. Have you ever 
thought what you will look like in the eyes of world public opin- 
ion?”’ 

I thought it was my duty to recall that Britain had been a partic- 
ipant in the trilateral negotiations on the general and complete pro- 
hibition of nuclear tests and then it lost all interest in those negoti- 
ations. We observed a moratorium on nuclear testing for eighteen 
months, whereas Britain did not. 

The existence of nuclear weapons is fraught with a permanent risk 
of unpredictability. If we follow the logic that nuclear weapons are 
a blessing and a reliable guarantee of security, then off with the nu- 
clear non-proliferation treaty too. Especially as dozens of states now 
have the scientific, technological and material capability to build their 
own bomb. What moral right do the current nuclear powers have to 
reject the same to, say, Pakistan, Israel, Japan, South Africa, Brazil 
or any other country? But what then would become of the world, of 
international relations? 

Evaluating the situation, the Politburo of the CPSU Central Com- 
mittee confirmed the Soviet leadership’s resolute disapproval of the 
stand which claims that the conducting of international affairs and na- 
tional security are realizable only through reliance on nuclear 
weapons. 

Now back to the issue of the medium-range missiles. Strictly 
speaking, it was President Reagan who proposed the zero option for 
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Europe. Helmut Schmidt, too, claims an exclusive right to this idea. 
Indeed, Schmidt was the first to advance this proposal when he was 
the Chancellor of the Federal Republic of Germany. In Reykjavik the 
President and I found a solution and practically brought it to the stage 
of agreement. Now it can be realized. A West German newspaper 
wrote that there are people in Federal Germany who insist that Gor- 
bachev be taken at his word. But having agreed to the zero option, 
Gorbachev took them at their word. Well, let them now prove, the 
newspaper goes on, that it was no mere jabbering when they offered 
their zero, counting that the Russians would reject it all the same. I 
chuckled at reading that. But then I thought: well, maybe the paper 
is right after all. 

The problem of shorter-range missiles could also be resolved. We 
are for the elimination of these missiles. Now let us see what has 
happened. In April 1987 George Shultz arrived in Moscow and tried 
to convince us that the United States must have the right to build up 
its arsenal by having a number of missiles of this class deployed until 
the Soviet Union completely eliminates its missiles. It is a strange 
logic; a reversed logic. We are willing to eliminate the shorter-range 
missiles that are being withdrawn from the German Democratic Re- 
public and Czechoslovakia and we are ready then to eliminate the re- 
mainder. But when we made this proposal, they in NATO again be- 
gan fidgeting around it like a cat around a bow! of steaming food. 
History repeating itself. 

This, however, did not discourage us. Having scrutinized the sit- 
uation that emerged at the Geneva talks in the spring and early sum- 
mer and heeding the voice of the European and Asian public, we took 
another major step. 

On 22 July 1987, I announced on behalf of the Soviet leadership 
that the USSR is ready to eliminate all its medium-range missiles in 
the Asian part of its territory, too. This would remove the issue of 
retaining the one hundred warheads on medium-range missiles about 
which we agreed with the US President in Reykjavik and which was 
later discussed by our representatives in Geneva. Naturally, this is on 
condition that the United States does the same. Shorter-range missiles 
will also be eliminated. In a word, the Soviet Union is ready to im- 
plement the global double-zero option. 

With a clear conscience we can say: the Soviet Union has done 
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everything it could to give life to the first ever major agreement 
on the elimination of two, rather than just one, classes of nuclear 
weapons. 

But how many barriers have been set up and are being placed in 
the way of agreement! What a hurdle has to be cleared for reason 
and common sense to prevail over nuclear mania! 

Judge for yourselves what we felt when, having agreed to ‘‘double 
zero,’’ we were told that seventy-two Pershing-1A missiles would re- 
main on the territory of the Federal Republic of Germany and that a 
respective number of American nuclear warheads for these missiles 
must remain. So it comes out that everything—the non-nuclear status 
of the FRG, and the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear 
Weapons, and the principle of equality of the parties concerned—must 
go by the wayside. But what if, with things in this kind of shape, 
the German Democratic Republic, Czechoslovakia or Poland should 
ask us to give them something to counterbalance the US-West Ger- 
man nuclear missile complex? What then—should we accept the sit- 
uation where the arms race, having been barred along one avenue, 
starts up along a new one? 

I told the US Secretary of State: ‘‘Do you really think that we are 
so weak as to be ready and willing to woo your Administration end- 
lessly? Or maybe you think that we are more interested in the de- 
velopment of Soviet-American relations and the American side, con- 
sequently, has nothing to do for its part? If you do, that is an illusion, 
an extremely dangerous illusion. I say this directly without any dip- 
lomatic wrappings.” 

The world is sick and tired of tension. People have been waiting 
impatiently for a chance to improve the situation and reduce the war 
danger. The Soviet Union made unprecedented concessions to enable 
such a chance to emerge. If this chance is missed, an imprint will 
be left on all world politics. 

Why, properly speaking, should we, the Soviet Union, be so much 
in a hurry in such matters, one might wonder? For, indeed, we would 
have to scrap more medium-range missiles than the West and do just 
about the same thing with shorter-range missiles. Who is spurring us 
on? There is only one thing that makes us hurry—this is our clear 
understanding of the need to do something, to take some real steps 
so that the process of disarmament might actually start, even if 
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slowly, even if it is dependent on particular circumstances, but at 
least start. 

Solutions to dramatic problems must be sought at all discussions 
and forums, and above all at the Geneva talks. We are giving tre- 
mendous attention to them. I think the readers now know what we 
have done for progress to be made over there. 

And we do not want simply to conduct negotiations. I must state 
openly that the simple fact that negotiations are going on suits some 
people in America. But it does not suit us. It’s good that the talks 
are going on. But it is essential to move toward something so as to 
make progress, to arrive at agreements and let the Soviet and Amer- 
ican people and the whole world get, through the Geneva accords, 
the solution to the outstanding problems that will remove the nuclear 
threat and pave the way to disarmament. 

That is what we are striving for. If the talks are used as a screen 
for continuing all military programs and escalating defense budgets, 
then we are against them, resolutely against them. That is an unac- 
ceptable approach. 

Of course, it is not easy to change the approaches on which East- 
West relations have been built for fifty years. But the new is literally 
knocking at every door and window. We, the present generation of 
political leaders, must pay heed to that. Unfortunately, many politi- 
cians are still mesmerized by old complexes and stereotypes. 

The time has come to make a choice. We all have to stand the 
test of goodwill, political courage and common sense. It is clear that 
a successful solution to the problems connected with medium- and 
shorter-range missiles will have great significance and important con- 
sequences for the entire process of disarmament. It would be a factor 
for the confidence that is so badly needed. 

Naturally, we will continue negotiations on strategic arms and their 
reduction. There is rough equality and parity between the US and the 
USSR in terms of the power and the potential of the strategic forces. 
I have more than once heard the American side say that the US re- 
gards our ICBMs (Inter-Continental Ballistic Missiles) as a particular 
threat. We see the American SLBMs (Submarine-Launched Ballistic 
Missiles) as a great threat because they are less vulnerable, also 
tipped with independently targetable warheads, and have great hom- 
ing accuracy. We see another threat coming from the numerous mil- 
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itary bases ringing the USSR. Nevertheless, there is a strategic parity 
between us. Therefore, since a strategic parity is assured today within 
the present structure and with the present strategic offensive arms 
holdings, the balance would be maintained after a fifty percent re- 
duction, but at a lower level. And that would change the situation. 
This is what I suggested to President Reagan in Reykjavik—cutting 
down the entire triad and each of its parts by fifty percent. That 
would have been a major achievement. 

Of course, the ABM Treaty must be abided by faithfully. As far 
as SDI is concerned, we do not object to research within the limits 
of laboratories, institutes, factories and test ranges. Our proposal, as 
a matter of fact, takes into account the five to eight points the United 
States stands by within the framework of its approach to SDI. So let 
the specialists sit down together, sort it all out and see which of the 
components may be put out into space and which may not. Our com- 
promise ideas provide a good opportunity for solution. 

The Soviet Union has taken many steps to create a new situation 
and new opportunities for improving Soviet-American relations and 
making them more dynamic. None of the previous administrations in 
the last few decades has had such chances to do something to im- 
prove relations with the USSR. Well then? There is nothing to boast 
about! We have not moved an inch forward so far. 

And time is running out. We were convinced that either we would 
reach accords, or that there would be nothing left for us to do except 
throw brushwood into a smouldering fire of Soviet-American rela- 
tions to keep it from going out altogether. 

We have taken the steps necessary to rid our policy of ideological 
prejudice. That is what the West must do, too. It must, first of all, 
get nd of the delusion that the Soviet Union needs disarmament more 
than the West and that just a little pressure could make us renounce 
the principle of equality. We will never do that. 

Look: all the Soviet proposals, no matter how thoroughly they are 
studied, envisage equality and a balance at all stages. This concerns 
nuclear arms, conventional weapons and chemical weapons, and con- 
cems any geographical area—East, West, Europe and America. We 
prepare our proposals thoroughly, proceeding from the idea that no 
country would agree to act to the detriment of its security. 

When we submit our proposals at the negotiations, for instance at 
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the Geneva talks or elsewhere, we proceed from the idea that if we 
take into account only the interests of the Soviet Union and ignore 
the partner’s interests, no agreement will be reached. We call on the 
American side to do the same—to treat us in the same way because 
we will never tolerate the superiority of the other side or any in- 
fringements on our security. And we do not want to prejudice the 
USA’s security. If both sides display such an approach, the most res- 
olute headway in all fields of Soviet-American cooperation will be 
possible. 

Of course, we can wait till another Administration comes to power 
but we would prefer to come to terms with the present one. We have 
made a certain start; there are personal contacts and a certain mea- 
sure of understanding. We deem it most important to create a normal 
atmosphere in which it would be possible to make a step at long last 
toward an accord. But the American side stumbles time and again. 
Still worse, each time we take a step to meet Washington, the coun- 
teraction forces strive to complicate the whole matter and to stop the 
movement forward by intensifying their activity. 

One of the latest illustrations of this is the case of eavesdropping 
in the embassies. I proposed to George Shultz a ‘‘new concept’’: that 
he and Shevardnadze are the main spies. And our ambassadors in 
Moscow and Washington are spies, too. They hold their posts pre- 
cisely to inform their country of the state of affairs and the intentions 
of the other country. And all this fuss of spy mania in the embassies 
is senseless. We know all the main things about the US and the US 
knows everything about us. This time the spy craze was engineered 
because it has become a rule: when definite contours become visible, 
when it becomes possible to resolve something in our relations, they 
immediately use a trick or ploy to torpedo it. 

I know that various false conjectures have been made about the 
attitude of the Soviet leadership to President Ronald Reagan. I have 
personal impressions of the President. We have met twice and talked 
for many hours. In my opinion, a serious dialogue is being held be- 
tween the President and me, despite all the difficulties. Sometimes 
we say unpleasant things to each other and even say them in public 
and in rather sharp words. For my part, I say that we will continue 
our efforts. We will seek cooperation and productive talks with any 
President, with any administration the American people elect. To 
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elect the President—a Democrat or a Republican—is the Americans’ 
own affair. I repeat that we will cooperate with the administration 
which is entrusted by the American people to govern their country. 
I think one should act in this way in all cases. Let the Americans 
live in their country as they like and we will live in the Soviet Union 
as we desire. And let us never divide the list of politicians into fa- 
vorites and non-favorites, into respected and not respected. There are 
realities, and they should be considered. Otherwise politics would tum 
into improvisation, into moves from one extreme to another, into un- 
predictability. It would be wrong to act in such a way in politics, 
particularly in relations between such states as the United States and 
the Soviet Union. It is a very serious matter. 

It is very important that both the Soviet Union and the United 
States should proceed from the conviction that we must come to 
terms, that we are duty-bound to learn to live in peace. 

Great work of historic importance lies in store both for the Soviet 
Union and the United States. Neither of our countries alone will be 
able to do this work. I mean the issue of concems of our days—stav- 
ing off the threat of humanity’s destruction in a nuclear war. If this 
work is performed successfully, there are grounds to foresee a bloom 
in Soviet-American relations, a ‘‘golden age’’ which would benefit 
the USSR and the USA, all countries, and the whole world com- 
munity. 


Conclusion 


And now it’s time to round off. Just a few words in conclusion. 

I’m deeply convinced that the book is not yet finished, nor can it 
be finished. It should be completed with deeds, with practical action 
designed to reach the goals which I have tried to describe frankly on 
these pages. 

The restructuring doesn’t come easily for us. We critically assess 
each step we are making, test ourselves by practical results, and 
keenly realize that what looks acceptable and sufficient today may be 
obsolete tomorrow. 

The past two and a half years have given us a great deal. The 
coming years, and maybe even months, will see fresh unconventional 
moves. In the course of the restructuring we are expanding and clar- 
ifying our notions about the yesterday, today, and tomorrow of so- 
cialism. We are discovering ourselves anew. This was and is being 
done, as I’ve said already, not to catch the imagination, nor to ‘‘gain 
affections,’’ nor to win applause. We are motivated by the ideas of 
the 1917 October Revolution, the ideas of Lenin, the interests of the 
Soviet people. 

We believe that the fruits of the restructuring will benefit inter- 
national relations, too, including Soviet-American relations. New po- 
litical thinking is an imperative of the times. 

Great are the dangers facing mankind. There are enough elements 
of confrontation, but the forces wishing and capable of stopping and 
overcoming that confrontation are growing in strength and scope be- 
fore our very eyes. 

Moving from suspicion and hostility to confidence, from a ‘‘bal- 
ance of fear’’ to a balance of reason and goodwill, from narrow na- 
tionalist egoism to cooperation—this is what we are urging. This is 
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the goal of our peace initiatives, and for this we shall continue, tire- 
lessly, to work. 

There is a great thirst for mutual understanding and mutual com- 
munication in the world. It is felt among politicians, it is gaining 
momentum among the intelligentsia, representatives of culture, and 
the public at large. And if the Russian word ‘‘perestroika’’ has easily 
entered the international lexicon, this is due to more than just interest 
in what is going on in the Soviet Union. Now the whole world needs 
restructuring, i.e., progressive development, a fundamental change. 

People feel this and understand this. They have to find their bear- 
ings, to understand the problems besetting mankind, to realize how 
they should live in the future. The restructuring is a must for a world 
overflowing with nuclear weapons; for a world ridden with serious 
economic and ecological problems; for a world laden with poverty, 
backwardness and disease; for a human race now facing the urgent 
need of ensuring its own survival. 

We are all students, and our teacher is life and time. I believe that 
more and more people will come to realize that through RESTRUC- 
TURING in the broad sense of the word, the integrity of the world 
will be enhanced. Having earned good marks from our main teacher— 
life—we shall enter the twenty-first century well prepared and sure 
that there will be further progress. 

We want freedom to reign supreme in the coming century every- 
where in the world. We want peaceful competition between different 
social systems to develop unimpeded, to encourage mutually advan- 
tageous cooperation rather than confrontation and an arms race. We 
want people of every country to enjoy prosperity, welfare and hap- 
piness. The road to this lies through proceeding to a nuclear-free, 
non-violent world. We have embarked on this road, and call on other 
countries and nations to follow suit. 
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PART THREE 


Perestroika: 
The Next Phase 


I said in the Conclusion of the original edition that this book is not 
yet finished, nor could it be finished without the deeds, the practical 
action that would bring its goals into being. Now, a year later, the 
resolutions of the Party Conference—which are designed to achieve 
the next phase of our New Thinking—are the realization of the new 
chapter of perestroika. 


Speech by Mikhail Gorbachev 
at the Closing of the Conference 
July 1, 1988 


Comrades, our Conference is ending. The documents we have just 
adopted on the outcome of the discussion, and the discussion of the 
documents themselves, relieve me of the necessity to deliver a long 
concluding statement. Still, the Conference is an event of such a scale 
that the work we have done in the past four days needs to be eval- 
uated by the strictest of standards. 

This is not in order to pay tribute to the once prevalent tradition 
of eulogizing every successive Party forum, but in order, in my opin- 
ion, to grasp the place of the 19th Conference in the life of the Party 
and of the entire country. A big event has occurred in the history of 
our Party. 

First of all, as regards the atmosphere that reigned during the dis- 
cussion: it was a true, open Party discussion about the things that 
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matter the most, things that are troubling Communists and all Soviet 
people today. It was an attempt to find answers to questions that are 
bothering them. The Palace of Congresses has not witnessed such a 
discussion before, comrades, and | don’t think I'll be transgressing 
against the truth if I say that nothing like it has occurred in our coun- 
try for nearly the last sixty years. We can, indeed, legitimately say 
that the Conference has been conducted in a Leninist spirit and that 
it was marked by a high sense of responsibility to the people and the 
revolution. That alone makes it especially significant. 

I must mention the exceedingly high sense of involvement shown 
by the delegates. Indeed, the situation was anything but simple. There 
were nearly 300 who wanted to speak. Unfortunately, not all of them 
could be given the floor. But the need to speak out was to some de- 
gree satisfied by the opportunity to speak in the drafting commis- 
sions: as I have already mentioned, nearly 150 people spoke at their 
sittings. This is something new for us. All in all, about one-tenth of 
the delegates took part in drafting the documents, so that many spe- 
cific issues that arose during the discussion were examined and set- 
tled in a businesslike fashion. 

The spirit that reigned at the Conference was very exacting. All 
issues were treated outspokenly, in a principled way, but at the same 
time, the spirit was one of Party comradeship, I would even say of 
well-wishing toward each other. That, too, provides an example for 
the whole Party, the whole of our society, to follow. Indeed, that is 
as it should be among like-minded people who are tackling the great 
cause of perestroika and renewal, and who feel that hundreds, thou- 
sands, and millions of their Party comrades, all Soviet people, are 
behind them and are following our work with enormous interest. In 
this sense, I daresay, the Conference reflected the political atmo- 
sphere taking shape in the country; it showed the degree of demo- 
cratic development that the Party has attained, and not just the Party 
but also all of Soviet society, in the period since the April 1985 
Plenary Meeting of the Central Committee. 

Now about the content of our work. Its main outcome was that a 
programmatic political position was worked out on all the fundamen- 
tal issues discussed by the Party and the people on the basis of the 
Theses of the CPSU Central Committee, which thereafter became the 
topic of lively discussion in this hall. In so doing, the Conference 
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did not simply endorse the proposals of the Central Committee, but 
enriched them in many ways through the experience of various Party 
organizations and work collectives. Let me say that all of us have, 
with tremendous interest and deep attention, followed whatever was 
said from this rostrum by workers, farmers, writers, actors, scien- 
tists, cultural workers, specialists in various economic fields, man- 
agers and Party functionaries. 

In substance, the Conference covered the entire set of problems 
facing the Party and the country at the present stage. But I would 
single out the following as the most important topic of our discussion 
and the resulting resolutions. At the center of attention here was the 
role of the Party as the political vanguard. What could I say on this 
score if I were to briefly sum up the opinions of the delegates? We 
are all convinced that the Party has a clear-cut program of action— 
the one worked out at the 27th Congress and enriched by the already 
available experience of perestroika. It has the unconditional support 
of the people, who have accepted the policy of perestroika and will 
not allow it to be abandoned. As far as I can see, the Conference 
delegates have no doubt on this score. 

The wish to see the Party still stronger has resounded here most 
passionately and resolutely. This can only be welcomed, and I think 
all of us are pleased. As put down in its resolution, the Conference 
demanded that our Party should in every respect be a Leninist party 
not only in content but also in its methods. In other words, it must 
renounce command-style methods once and for all, and conduct its 
policy by means of organizational, personnel and ideological work in 
strict conformity with Soviet laws and the democratic principles of 
society. 

There should be no duplication of the work of state bodies. There 
should be no dictating to trade unions, the YCL and other public or- 
ganizations, or to the unions of writers, artists, etc. Does this mean 
that the Party’s leading role can weaken? Doubts of that kind have, 
indeed, been expressed. As I see it, the Conference gave a sufh- 
ciently clear and convincing answer: no, the Party’s leading role can- 
not weaken. As the ruling party, it has all the requisite levers to im- 
plement its leading role. And the most important lever of all are the 
twenty million Communists carrying out the Party’s political line in 

; all areas of life. 
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In the setting of democratization and glasnost, and with the func- 
tions of Party committees changing, the Party’s authority, comrades, 
will be put to a serious test. This test is already under way. Let’s be 
frank: in the times of the command-style system, when the Party ap- 
paratus supervised absolutely everything, it was sometimes hard to 
discern where a Party committee and Party secretary had true lead- 
ership prestige, and where that prestige was at best the official au- 
thority obeyed merely out of necessity. 

It is beyond doubt, comrades, that perestroika and the reform of 
the political system are creating a fundamentally different situation. 
In the new conditions, the Party’s leading role will depend entirely 
on its actual prestige, which at every point will have to be reaffirmed 
by concrete deeds. That is why it is absolutely essential for us to 
overcome even the slightest passivity shown by Party members. Every 
Communist must become a fighter for perestroika, for the revolu- 
tionary renewal of society. Let that be the chief mandate of our Con- 
ference. 

On the whole, comrades, the Conference is a major stage in the 
development of the Leninist course adopted by the April 1985 Plen- 
ary Meeting of the Central Committee and the 27th Congress of the 
Party, and in the deepening of the theory and practice of perestroika. 
This is what has determined its political scale and weight. 

In this connection, I should like to express a fundamental thought. 
We have adopted a number of deeply considered and crucial deci- 
sions. But if we drag our feet in carrying them out—and that is one 
of the chronic maladies we have not yet remedied (this also afflicted 
us in the first few years of perestroika)—much of what we have ac- 
complished will fall by the wayside. This should be said loud and 
clear. Let’s get rid of our old weaknesses and begin immediately to 
tackle the work ahead of us without waiting for additional decrees, 
injunctions, instructions and explanations. 

The essential work of the CPSU Central Committee and the Pre- 
sidium of the USSR Supreme Soviet should be properly organized. 
The coming elections in the Party should be based on the principles 
we have agreed upon here. Alterations in the structure of the Party 
apparatus should be introduced this autumn. And as concerns the re- 
organization of Soviets, the entire set of related issues should be ex- 
amined during the autumn session of the USSR Supreme Soviet. 
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Elections of USSR People’s Deputies could be held in April 1989, 
and elections to the Supreme Soviets of Union and Autonomous Re- 
publics in the autumn of that year. 

In view of the great significance of these issues, the Presidium of 
the Conference is submitting, for consideration by the delegates, a 
brief draft resolution on certain urgent steps to implement a reform 
of our country’s political system. 

That sums up the political results of the Conference. Upon return- 
ing home, each delegate will be able to tell his or her co-workers, 
Communists and non-Communists alike—all citizens—how we will 
work to implement its decisions. 

To continue: the issue of democratizing society and radically re- 
forming our political system was at the center of our attention 
throughout the deliberations of the Conference. I think that having 
defined its major aspects and parameters, we have answered the main 
question before us, that of enhancing perestroika and guaranteeing its 
irreversibility. We have, therefore, every reason to say that the Con- 
ference has coped with its principal task. 

Naturally, intensive organizational work to translate this reform into 
reality lies ahead. We will have to discuss everything thoroughly in 
our Party and in our society. But now we know how we should go 
about reforming the political system; we have arrived at a common 
viewpoint and articulated it in the form of policy guidelines. 

Equally important is the resolve—which was forcefully expressed 
at the Conference—to continue to enhance our radical economic re- 
form. Essential conditions for this were created by the decisions of 
the June 1987 Plenary Meeting of the Central Committee and by the 
adoption of legislative acts, particularly the Laws on the State En- 
terprise (Association) and on Cooperatives. We focused our attention 
on the experience acquired by countless enterprises during the first 
months of operating according to the new principles and on the prog- 
ress of the reform. And that is as it should be: everything occurring 
within the underlying infrastructure is of immense importance to so- 
ciety; we are dealing with the very foundations of perestroika. 

As concerns the key landmarks of the discussion on these issues, 
the point is above all that after the Conference we must get down in 
earnest to the job of dismantling the mechanism holding us back. 
Representatives of virtually all delegations said that the bureaucracy 
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was still showing its teeth, resisting and trying to sabotage our ef- 
forts. As a result, the reform is hitting snags in many areas. That is 
perhaps one of the more important observations the delegates have 
made here, and it means that the phenomenon is widespread. There- 
fore, we in the Central Committee, in the government and in central 
and local organizations must do everything we can to advance the 
radical economic reform more vigorously. 

I think the delegates are unanimous in their support of those com- 
rades who spoke about the present need to concentrate the bulk of 
our efforts on tackling the food problem, to make comprehensive as- 
sistance to our farmers and the revival of our agriculture a top prior- 
ity. We should do everything we can during the current five-year pe- 
riod. We have already mastered a great deal and invested, via 
different channels, additional capital and resources into this sphere. 
It is important for all this investment to be used properly and effec- 
tively. Reviving our rural areas is, simply, our sacred duty. I think 
that after the Conference, we should become more demanding and 
keep a close watch over the entire effort to implement its guidelines 
about supporting the agrarian sector and its workers. Then we will 
succeed in solving the food problem without delay, too. 

Another salient feature of the Conference, as I see it, is that it dis- 
cussed the more urgent political and economic issues in close con- 
nection with the sphere of non-material values, which gave it what 
I would call an ethical dimension. It is a sign of our profound aware- 
ness of the current stage of social development, with the revolution 
in science and technology exerting an enormous influence on all so- 
cial processes that no problem can be resolved without tapping the 
intellectual and moral potential of our people. Hence the elevated, I 
would even say super-elevated, tone of our discussion concerning 
science, education, culture, literature and art. 

I cannot recall any other Party forum or even congress at which 
such a broad range of issues was discussed. Different views were ex- 
pressed from this rostrum reflecting the trends that run in concert but 
sometimes also clash in our public consciousness. That is natural. We 
are promoting a pluralism of views and reject having a monopoly on 
intellectual attitudes. But I think you will agree that there is a com- 
mon basic idea in the diverse opinions that have been voiced at the 
Conference: we must be guided in everything by the interests of man, 
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of the people; we must assert the humanitarian values of socialism. 
Then we will have a healthy moral climate in our society, a vigorous 
and creative intellectual quest and a truly flourishing culture. 

What we need is not blind faith in a bright future but scientific 
projections based on a profound and precise knowledge of the inex- 
haustible potential inherent in a citizen of socialist society, in his 
work and his creative spirit. That is exactly why we refer to a new 
and humane image of socialism as the objective of perestroika. 

Glasnost was one of the main subjects of the Conference—primar- 
ily because our debate was itself shaped by the climate of openness, 
frankness and sincerity that is spreading in our society. Another rea- 
son was that we were discussing how we should handle glasnost and 
whether it has reasonable limits. Although different views were ex- 
pressed, I think that on this score, too, we eventually agreed that we 
must in every way support the mass media and their work to get rid 
of all kinds of negative phenomena we inherited from the past, and 
to encourage bold, original and interesting people, the true cham- 
pions of perestroika. 

On the other hand, there was an equally clear demand that jour- 
nalists be more responsible for what they write, abandon parochial 
and departmental ambitions, likes and dislikes, and lay no claim to 
a monopoly on the truth. The people remember too well the times 
when the printed word became a docile tool of authoritarianism and 
arbitrary bureaucratic attitudes. Hence the great importance of learn- 
ing, now that all spheres of life are becoming humanized, how to 
criticize and discuss things in a civilized, comradely manner. I think 
that on this score, too, the Conference did produce useful results: we 
all have gained a better understanding of the way a discussion in the 
Party should be conducted. 

In connection with this discussion, I feel I must comment on the 
statement made by Boris Yeltsin. To begin with, I think we were 
right in giving him the floor. As I said, democracy calls for remov- 
ing the veil of secrecy from such questions—although there is, in fact, 
no secrecy about this case. 

In the part of his statement that was devoted to the specific issues 
discussed at the Conference, Comrade Yeltsin expressed views largely 
consonant with what was said both in the report and during the de- 
bate. In this sense, his proposals are part of the mainstream of our 
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discussion. We should also note that, like other speakers, Comrade 
Yeltsin came out for continuing and promoting perestroika for the 
good of our society, our people. 

What I cannot accept, however, is Boris Yeltsin’s contention that 
we have launched perestroika without a sufficiently thorough analysis 
of the causes behind the phenomenon of stagnation or of the present 
state of our society, without an in-depth analysis of our history or of 
the Party’s failings, that our perestroika is nothing but words. 

During preparations for the Conference, during the discussion held 
in our Party and in our society, and at the Conference itself, we made 
a principled assessment of perestroika’s accomplishments and prob- 
lems and took stock of the work performed by Party and government 
bodies, by work collectives and by the country as a whole. Com- 
rades, I hold that we were right to do that because of the concem 
we all feel for perestroika. This concern has been felt here, too, and 
it has mobilized us and strengthened our commitment to act more 
resolutely in furthering the process of reform. 

Nor do I regard as justified or acceptable Comrade Yeltsin’s crit- 
ical remarks about our failure to effect revolutionary transformations 
over the past three years. Of course, if one refers to the overall, long- 
term plan aimed at imparting, through perestroika, a new quality to 
our society, we cannot yet speak about revolutionary transformations. 
We have spent a great deal of time understanding the society we live 
in, the past in which many current phenomena are rooted, the world 
around us and our relationship to it. All this needed to be compre- 
hended in order to prevent ‘‘revolutionary leaps forward,’’ which are 
extremely dangerous, and to rule out improvisation in politics. We 
needed to involve society and its intellectual and scientific potential 
in order to understand this, and, after serious and critical analysis, to 
work out the policy of perestroika, and then to transform it into prac- 
tical solutions in the main directions. That had to be done, and we 
needed to do it in a responsible way. So we proposed the policy of 
perestroika, to which there was no alternative. This in itself proved 
to be a great achievement of the Party during the past stage. 

We share Comrade Yeltsin’s concern for the accomplishment of 
the practical tasks uppermost in our people’s minds, and I think the 
speeches we have heard here, particularly by representatives of the 
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working class, have shown that the working people hope for a speedy 
solution of these matters. 

I don’t know why Comrade Yeltsin was critical of the Theses of 
the Central Committee as well, questioning that they had been thor- 
oughly and well thought out. This document has been regarded as a 
very serious one in the Party, in the country and in the world. Nor 
is his assertion that members of the Central Committee took no part 
in preparing the Theses understandable. I personally met with two- 
thirds of the Central Committee members; not to mention that they 
wrote and came forward with their suggestions. And finally, there was 
a plenary meeting that discussed the draft Theses. Comrade Yeltsin 
participated in its work, but said nothing and did not ask for the floor. 
The Central Committee members are present here, and they remem- 
ber how it was. 

I think, comrades, our Conference, the way the discussion pro- 
ceeded and the documents we have adopted are the best proof that 
perestroika in our country is taking place and is gathering strength. 

While trying to look with good intentions into what is going on in 
the Central Committee and the Politburo—and this above all concerns 
the General Secretary—I cannot but go back to the history of the 
matter. When we recommended Comrade Yeltsin for the post of the 
First Secretary of the Moscow City Committee of the Party, we pro- 
ceeded from the fact that it was necessary to improve the work of 
the Moscow Party organization, and that the general situation in 
Moscow called for improvement, too. An experienced and energetic 
person with a critical approach was needed for the job. We had seen 
that Comrade Yeltsin had these qualities, and so he was nominated 
for that post. Your humble servant had a hand in it, too. At first 
Comrade Yeltsin set about his work actively, did a great deal to in- 
vigorate it and launched a struggle against the negative phenomena 
that had accumulated in Moscow. We supported him in these efforts, 
realizing that the Moscow Party organization was facing no easy 
tasks, but at some point we felt that there was something wrong. This 
was when the time came for practical solutions to the problems of 
perestroika, for introducing it in every sphere of life, when intensive 
and profound efforts were required to achieve radical change. There 
was too much work for the City Party Committee and its First Sec- 
retary to cope with. Comrade Yeltsin, instead of relying on the Party 
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organization, on people and on collectives, adopted peremptory atti- 
tudes and command methods. That was followed by an endless shuf- 
fling of personnel. 

At first we believed that this was, perhaps, justified, that the wrong 
personnel had been chosen, and the conference held in the city had 
failed to solve the personnel question correctly. Most likely that was 
the case. Not everybody had proved capable of solving the new tasks 
or shouldering the leadership of the Party organization at that turning 
point in the development of the city and the country. But when he 
set about replacing personnel for the second and third time, this be- 
gan to worry us. I reproved Comrade Yeltsin at a Politburo meeting. 
I said then in a comradely manner that he should draw appropriate 
conclusions and take all that into consideration in his work. In other 
words, we offered assistance to him, nothing more than that. 

What, in my opinion, is behind the drama of Comrade Yeltsin as 
a political worker? At the time when it came to tackling practical 
matters, he did not have enough strength to do it, and so he fell back 
on high-flown talk and pronouncements and resorted to command 
methods. But even then—this should be made known to all, and we 
should clear up this matter entirely—the Politburo did not consider 
Comrade Yeltsin a lost man and did not think that he could not go 
on working. So we continued to support him, which I said at the 
Plenary Meeting of the Moscow Party Committee, and big decisions 
conceming Moscow were adopted. 

While on vacation in August 1987, I received a letter from Com- 
rade Yeltsin, in which he asked to be relieved of his position as First 
Secretary of the City Committee of the Party. I decided that nothing 
should be done hastily, that things had to be sorted out carefully. The 
Politburo did not even know of the letter’s existence. I decided to 
have a talk with Boris Yeltsin after my leave and suggested that he 
first see through the celebrations marking the seventieth anniversary 
of the October Revolution, and after that we would meet and talk. 
He agreed to that. But contrary to that arrangement, he unexpectedly 
took the floor at the October Plenary Meeting of the Central Com- 
mittee. I have already spoken about the import of his speech. And 
my speech at the Plenary Meeting of the Moscow City Committee 
was published—I didn’t say anything more at that time. After the dis- 
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cussion, and when the comrades voiced their criticisms, Comrade 
Yeltsin admitted his errors. 

Let me quote from the transcript of the Plenary Meeting—an epi- 
sode at the end of the meeting, after everyone had spoken. 

Gorbachev: Tell us your view on the remarks made by the com- 
rades in the Central Committee. They have said a lot and want to 
know what you think about it. They have to make a decision. 

Yeltsin: With the exception of certain remarks, on the whole I agree 
that I let down the Central Committee and the Moscow City Orga- 
nization by making a speech today—that was a mistake. 

Gorbachev: Have you got enough energy to remain in charge? 

Voices: He won’t be able to carry on. He cannot be left in this 
post. 

Gorbachev: Wait a minute. I’m asking him. Let’s be democratic 
about this. We all want to hear his answer before reaching a deci- 
sion. 

Yeltsin: I said that I let down the Central Committee of the Party, 
the Politburo, the Moscow Party Organization. I will repeat what I 
have said: ‘‘I’m asking to be relieved of the post of Alternate Mem- 
ber of the Politburo and of the duties of head of the Moscow City 
Party Organization.’’ 

So these are the facts. After Yeltsin’s speech was found to be po- 
litically incorrect—which he himself admitted—I still urged the Cen- 
tral Committee members: let’s not decide now whether or not to re- 
lieve him from the duties of Alternate Member of the Politburo, let’s 
ask the Politbureau to consider the question. But the situation had 
already evoked such a response that the matter could not be left un- 
attended. We related all this at a plenary meeting of the Moscow City 
Committee, and the comrades there spoke far more critically of 
Comrade Yeltsin’s work—you know about that. 

On the whole, comrades, I think that this is not only a lesson for 
Comrade Yeltsin, this is also a lesson for the Politburo, for the Gen- 
eral Secretary of the Central Committee, for all of us. We must pro- 
ceed firmly along the path of decisively reviving our Party on Len- 
inist principles, on the basis of large-scale democratization, relying 
on the primary Party organizations, the cadres and the elected acti- 
vists. We cannot accomplish the great tasks of perestroika that we 
have set ourselves by employing the old methods that have been de- 
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nounced not only by the Party, but by the whole of society, by time 
itself. 

And there is another lesson. Comrades at the Conference have cor- 
rectly remarked that people should have been informed and told 
everything, and in that case the situation would not have developed 
as it did. 

I will return to the question that is of the greatest concern to the 
delegates—I feel this as I hear the speeches and read the written 
notes. It is how to ensure the implementation of the decisions we 
have taken. Let us organize the entire activity of the Party in accor- 
dance with the Conference’s resolutions, and not wait for the next 
Congress to put all this in the Rules. There are the political guide- 
lines of the Conference, and we shall follow them. 

And another thing. Let us not put off the reform of the entire po- 
litical system, as we need it to advance perestroika. Perestroika is 
coming up against the existing political system already now. We must 
not allow a repetition of what happened at the January Plenary Meet- 
ing of the Central Committee. That was an important meeting at 
which a profound analysis was made, and the causes of what had 
happened in the country and in the Party were revealed. But we did 
not consider ways of implementing the decisions of the Plenary 
Meeting; they ‘‘hovered in the air,’’ and things did not proceed as 
we expected. The decisions of our Party Conference should under no 
circumstances be allowed to suffer the same fate. 

Many of the questions that were raised here are not covered by the 
resolutions. I think all this should be summed up for discussion at a 
Plenary Meeting, and specific assignments be given and their fulfill- 
ment be verified. In many of their written notes the delegates sug- 
gested that a verbatim account should be published. We should do 
that, by all means, in order to equip our Party and the whole of so- 
ciety with the ideas expressed during the Conference debate. 

And one more issue, comrades, raised shortly before and at the 
Conference: that of building a monument to victims of the repres- 
sions. You will probably recall that this was mentioned in the con- 
cluding remarks at the 22nd Congress of the Party and was received 
with approval. The question was also raised at the 27th Congress of 
the Party, but it was not given a practical solution. As noted in the 
Report, restoring justice with regard to the victims of lawlessness is 
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our political and moral duty. Let us perform that duty and build a 
monument in Moscow. I am sure that this step will be supported by 
all Soviet people. 

In conclusion, I want to go back once more to the question of how 
to deepen the revolutionary perestroika launched in the country on 
the initiative and under the leadership of the Party, and how to make 
it irreversible. All our work, all the proceedings, the final docu- 
ments—all this has shown that a clear answer has been worked out 
by the Conference: democratization, economic reform, and transfor- 
mation of the political system will make perestroika irreversible; 
through revolutionary perestroika our society will reach a qualita- 
tively new state, and socialism will be given a new, humane and 
democratic image. We will go forward in a creative quest for ways 
and methods to attain this goal under the conditions of democracy 
and glasnost. We will work persistently to carry out our objectives. 


Resolutions of the 
19th All-Union Conference 
of the CPSU 


On Certain Urgent Measures 
for the Practical Implementation 
of the Reform of the Country’s Political System 


The 19th All-Union Party Conference has extensively discussed and 
adopted major decisions on promoting perestroika, reforming the po- 
litical system and further democratizing the Party and society. These 
decisions are of tremendous historic importance for the destiny of the 
country. They are part and parcel of perestroika and, at the same 
time, its powerful accelerator, and they open up a possibility for so- 
ciety to confidently advance along the road of revolutionary renewal, 
and to strengthen the Party’s role as the political vanguard. 

The adopted decisions are urgent, and it is important, in the in- 
terests of the undertaking, to start implementing them without delay. 
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The Conference deems it necessary: 

1. To conduct this year a review-and-election campaign in Party 
organizations, proceeding from the decisions of the Conference on 
the reform of the political system and on the democratization of the 
Party’s life; 

to accomplish, before the end of this year, a reorganization of the 
Party apparatus, to introduce the necessary changes in its structure, 
taking into account the adopted decisions on the division of functions 
between the Party and the Soviets; 

to recommend the CPSU Central Committee to carry out the re- 
quired practical work. 

2. The Conference calls for submitting to the regular session of the 
Supreme Soviet of the USSR drafts of legislative acts on the restruc- 
turing of government bodies and the necessary supplements and 
amendments to the Constitution of the USSR, as well as organizing 
elections and holding a Congress of People’s Deputies in April 1989, 
at which the new bodies of state power shall be formed. 

The elections to the republic and local Soviets and the formation 
on this basis of Soviet leading bodies in the republics, territories, re- 
gions, towns, districts, settlements and countryside shall take place 
in the autumn of 1989. 


On Progress in Implementing the Decisions 
of the 27th CPSU Congress 
and the Tasks of Promoting Perestroika 


1. Having discussed the Report by General Secretary of the CPSU 
Central Committee Mikhail Gorbachev, ‘‘On Progress in Implement- 
ing the Decisions of the 27th CPSU Congress and the Tasks of Pro- 
moting Perestroika,’’ and also the main results achieved in the first 
half of the 12th Five-Year Plan period, the 19th All-Union Party 
Conference states: the strategic course of the all-round and revolu- 
tionary renewal of Soviet society and acceleration of its social and 
economic advance, charted by the Party at the April 1985 Plenary 
Meeting of the Central Committee and the 27th Party Congress, is 
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being steadily put into practice. The country’s slide down to an eco- 
nomic and sociopolitical crisis has been checked. 

Under the impact of the ideas and deeds of perestroika, our society 
is being consolidated, while the creative energy of the working class, 
the farmers and the intellectuals is on the upswing. People have come 
to believe in perestroika and are in favor of promoting it and making 
the revolutionary changes irreversible. 

Democratization and glasnost have changed cardinally the ideolog- 
ical, political and social climate. 

The economic improvement of the country has begun, and its tum 
toward meeting the vital requirements of the people is under way. 
New methods of economic management are growing more effective, 
and industrial amalgamations and enterprises are beginning to work 
on the lines of khozraschot and self-sufficiency in compliance with 
the Law on the State Enterprise (Association). The Law on the 
Cooperatives in the USSR has been drafted and, after a wide dis- 
cussion, adopted. New and progressive forms of shop-floor labor re- 
lations based on contract and lease arrangements and also self-em- 
ployment are coming into their own. The organizational structures of 
management are being remodeled to provide the most favorable con- 
ditions for the effective economic management of primary economic 
units. 

The work launched at the Party’s initiative has made it possible to 
restore the rise in the real incomes of the working people. Practical 
measures are being taken to step up the output of foodstuffs and con- 
sumer goods and expand housing construction. The reforms of edu- 
cation and medical care are under way. Intellectual and cultural ac- 
tivities are giving a powerful impetus to the country’s advance. 

A good deal has been done to reappraise the present-day realities 
of world development and renovate foreign policy, making it more 
dynamic. 

Thus, perestroika is entering ever more deeply into the life of So- 
viet society, exerting an increasingly transforming effect. 

The Party Conference notes that perestroika is a contradictory, 
complicated and difficult process accompanied by the struggle be- 
tween old and new. And though positive tendencies are evident and 
the first results have already been achieved, a cardinal change in eco- 
nomic, social and cultural development has yet to occur. The mech- 
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anism of retardation has not yet been replaced by a mechanism of 
acceleration. The economy has largely remained on the path of ex- 
tensive development. The pressure of the gross-output, quantity-ori- 
ented approach has not been overcome. 

The economic structure remains, on the whole, cost-intensive. Sci- 
entific and technological progress is yet slow, and the plans for in- 
creasing the national income and resource-saving have not been ful- 
filled. There has been no significant improvement in the quality of 
output. The country’s finances are still strained. Also deficient is the 
supply of foodstuffs and consumer goods, and the population’s de- 
mand for services has not been duly met. The housing problem re- 
mains acute. 

Parallel with the democratization of society, radical economic re- 
form is the groundwork of our entire perestroika. The economic re- 
form is receiving a fresh impetus from the reform of the political sys- 
tem, which should be completed, on the whole, within the period of 
the current five-year plan. The rate and success of the planned re- 
structuring of the political system will depend on this. Meanwhile, 
the new economic mechanism being introduced is not working prop- 
erly because the relevant resolutions of the Party and Government are 
not being duly implemented in central departments. Attitudes of 
equalization and dependence are still a serious handicap for intensive 
economic growth. Progress has been too slow in providing conditions 
for a wide spread of forms of economic management based on co- 
operative, contract and lease arrangements. 

Perestroika is still being cramped by the hard legacy of stagnation. 
But the slow progress of the planned reforms cannot be explained by 
this alone. Many causes are to be sought in the defects of the present 
work of the Party, goverment and economic bodies and public or- 
ganizations. There is a lack of due determination in carrying out the 
decisions of the 27th CPSU Congress and the Plenary Meetings of 
the CPSU Central Committee held in January and June 1987. New 
democratic methods of leadership, openness and glasnost find it hard 
to make their way, coming up against conservatism, inertia and dog- 
matism in thinking and acting. The attitude to work, to the practical 
implementation of tasks, has not yet duly changed in various sections 
of society, including work collectives. The conscientious perfor- 
mance of duties has not yet become an accepted standard. Labor dis- 
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cipline falls short of the demands of perestroika. All this affects the 
end results of the work being done. 

There are still many functionaries in every area of public, state and 
economic activities who cannot, or do not want to, part with the 
command style of administration, who respond painfully to new de- 
velopments. There are many others who are frightened by the scope 
and depth of perestroika, who would prefer to stop halfway and limit 
the revolutionary content of perestroika by half measures. At the same 
time, there have been attempts to speed up the developments artifi- 
cially and skip whole stages, and there have been calls for doing 
everything at one go, with no regard for objective conditions or the 
level of public consciousness. 

To put an end to the bureaucratic, command-style methods of 
administration, the Conference resolutely supports the course of re- 
forming the functions and style of the work of ministries and other 
central departments, eliminating unnecessary links and handing the 
rights of those links over to local bodies, considerably cutting back 
the state apparatus, and upgrading the qualification of the personnel 
employed there. This should be done as soon as possible. 

Many Party organizations that have failed to assess properly and 
in due time the causes behind retardation and that bide their time, 
displaying indecision in combating outdated, and mastering new, 
forms and methods of work, fall short of the tasks set by perestroika. 

All this goes to show that perestroika needs to be deepened and 
must be given reliable safeguards to become irreversible. The Con- 
ference stresses that perestroika is the only possible way of strength- 
ening and developing socialism and solving the urgent problems of 
social development for the benefit of the people. We should proceed 
along this way with firm determination, displaying self-control and 
using realistically the possibilities available at each given stage. 

The Conference considers that top priority is to be given today to 
a cardinal reform of the political system. Precisely this system is ex- 
pected to open up new possibilities for deepening perestroika in every 
area of social life and guarantee that it is irreversible. 

2. The Conference considers the accelerated solution of the vital 
problems of people’s well-being to be the most important task in the 
socioeconomic sphere. 

In the first place, the food supply for the country’s population 
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should be improved substantially. This is a major sociopolitical ques- 
tion. The shortest way to solving it is to tap the potential of the col- 
lective and state farms in full by spreading diverse forms of contract 
and lease arrangements, building a far-flung network of cooperatives 
both within the framework of the existing farms and in relations with 
other enterprises and sectors of the economy. Urgent measures must 
be taken to improve the transportation, processing, storage and mar- 
keting of farm produce and to make effective use of the means set 
aside for the reequipment of enterprises and building new ones in 
these industries. 

The Conference considers that conditions required for the collec- 
tive and state farms to go over to new principles of management have 
matured in the country, and therefore all obstacles that are in the way 
should be removed, locally and in the center. Special responsibility 
for solving this problem rests directly with collective and state farm 
leaders, experts, rural Communists and the Soviets of People’s 
Deputies. 

All attempts must stop immediately to command collective and 
state farms, which are capable of solving independently the problems 
involved in their internal economic activity and of determining the 
forms of relationships among them and the forms of production ser- 
vicing. The fundamental questions of modern agrarian policy are the 
remodeling of the countryside in social terms and the improvement 
of the working and living conditions there, providing it with the re- 
quired material and technical resources. The purpose of this policy is 
to change the relations of production in farming itself, and to restore 
the social and economic balance between town and countryside. 

The market should be saturated with diverse goods and services and 
the output of consumer goods boosted, using the opportunities of- 
fered by the new mechanism of economic management. There is a 
need for a radical retooling of the light industry, as well as other in- 
dustries producing goods that are in popular demand. Extensive use 
should be made of local resources, the possibilities of the cooperative 
movement, and self-employment. The local Soviets and work collec- 
tives should be made more interested in increasing the output of 
goods to meet the needs of the population in a given region. 

The Conference approves of the measures being taken to greatly 
increase the volume and rate of housing construction and improve its 
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quality in order to accomplish the task of providing practically every 
family with a separate flat or a house by the year 2000, the task set 
by the 27th CPSU Congress. Noting that the expansion of state-run, 
cooperative and individual housing construction and the initiative dis- 
played by work collectives and local Soviets in building housing are 
held back today by the poor facilities of the construction industry and, 
above all, by the inadequate supply of construction materials and the 
acute shortage of specialized machines and equipment, the Confer- 
ence believes that these problems should be solved by government 
bodies of the USSR and the Union Republics without delay. 

Simultaneously, problems involved in the proper maintenance of 
housing, ensuring democratic control over the distribution of apart- 
ments and fixing fair rents should be thoroughly considered and 
solved. 

The Conference considers it to be a major task that the programs 
adopted on medical care, environmental protection and improving the 
ecological situation in the country be carried out implicitly. All 
measures in these spheres must take people’s interests into account, 
be socially oriented, while the economic approach and incentives and 
optimum scientific and engineering backup should be made the basis 
of this work. 

The line of the 27th CPSU Congress toward a social reorientation 
of the economy must become pivotal to the entire structural and in- 
vestment policy, a reference point for determining the rate and pro- 
portions of reproduction. This reorientation is closely related to the 
new quality of economic growth, to the all-round intensification of 
production, resource-saving, acceleration of scientific and technolog- 
ical progress, and modernization of mechanical engineering. The 
concept of the 13th Five-Year Plan should be formulated on the basis 
of such an approach. 

As the economic reform is being promoted, it is essential to com- 
plete the building of a new economic mechanism and let every pri- 
mary work collective, every worker, know the principles of the re- 
form. We must make people much more interested in the best end 
result, utterly overcome equalization tendencies, apply more boldly 
and everywhere the principle of payment according to the amount 
and, especially, the quality of the work done, and rule out a possi- 
bility of living a comfortable life while showing poor performance. 
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The Conference stresses that all economic and social problems can 
be accomplished only through the conscientious and highly produc- 
tive work of Soviet people. 

It is regarded expedient within the time limits of the current five- 
year plan to test and perfect the economic mechanism; remodel the 
organizational structures of management locally and in the center; and 
restructure the system of foreign economic relations. It is necessary 
to speed up the transfer to wholesale trade in the means of produc- 
tion and carry out the program of financial improvement of the na- 
tional economy, including putting in order the budget, the financial 
and credit system and the activity of the banks. A pricing reform, 
including the revision of wholesale, purchasing and retail prices, 
should be carried out after a countrywide discussion. The reform of 
retail prices should strictly conform to the principle that price changes 
must not adversely affect the living standards of the people. 

3. There can be no revolutionary restructuring without invigorating 
in every way the intellectual and cultural potential of society, without 
promoting the progress of science and technology, without increasing 
the scientific and technological contribution of scientists and engi- 
neers and enhancing their prestige and improving their working con- 
ditions, without reaching modern standards in the entire system of 
education and raising the level of the general and political culture of 
the people. 

The Conference stresses the great importance of intensively devel- 
oping fundamental and applied sciences, of solving the acute problem 
of the practical application of discoveries and inventions, and of en- 
suring constant ties between science and production. There is a need 
for new forms of organizing scientific research. Profound changes are 
indispensable in the social sciences, which should eradicate dogma- 
tism and put an end to their isolation from practical activities. It is 
their duty to work creatively on problems related to the advance of 
socialism and world development at present and in the future, and to 
make them more useful in real terms for implementing our policy, 
for our society. 

The Conference is in favor of further democratizing science and 
culture, of creating and developing the material basis for this sphere 
in keeping with the demands put forward by the restructuring of our 
society. The Party is for diversity in the search for truth and in the 
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artistic vision of truth, for competitiveness, innovation and continu- 
ity. So it expects the workers in science, literature and the arts to be 
most active, devoted and highly responsible before the people. 

The Conference attaches paramount significance to building up the 
theoretical arsenal of perestroika; to renovating ideological work, rid- 
ding it of routine, empty verbiage and stereotypes and making its 
content and spirit correspond to the realities of life; and to acquiring 
the ability to conduct an honest and open dialogue with people on all 
questions of interest. 

An important task facing the CPSU and the whole of our society 
is to educate the rising generation. The Conference demands that the 
reform of the secondary and higher schools be consistent and speeded 
up. This also refers to building up their facilities and, which is the 
main thing, enhancing the role of instructor and educator. 

The Party sees the younger generation as a vigorous and driving 
force of perestroika. The Conference considers that it is necessary to 
have a powerful and integral state policy with regard to the rising 
generation that would enable the youth to become independent as 
soon as possible, reveal all their abilities and attain their goals in life, 
and to be better prepared for assuming in due course the economic, 
political and moral responsibility for the destiny of the country, for 
the fate of socialism. 

The Conference is for completely restoring the Leninist traditions 
of the Party’s guidance of the YCL, for respecting its organizational 
independence, its right to take part in political activities and elabo- 
rating a policy, and to defend the interests of the youth in Party, 
government and economic bodies. The YCL bears special responsi- 
bility before the whole of society for working among the Young Pi- 
oneer movement, this first school of the civic spirit and morality. 

The Conference stresses the need for greater efforts to solve problems 
conceming the interests of women. Women should be widely repre- 
sented in the leading bodies at all levels. It is essential to enhance their 
role in society and in political activities, to protect the prestige and 
rights of mothers, to provide the necessary conditions for exercising 
their duties and to display greater care for young families. 

4. The Conference approves the proposals on the reform of the po- 
litical system set forth in the Report by Mikhail Gorbachev, and is 
for their implementation in practice. 
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Delimitation of functions performed by Party and government bod- 
ies, restoration of full power to the Soviets at all levels, are of key 
significance. This measure, together with the reform of the judiciary 
system and other legal institutions ensuring the regulation of rela- 
tionships between the state and its citizens and the protection of the 
political, economic, social and personal rights of all members of so- 
ciety, is ultimately aimed at completing the building of the socialist 
state committed to the rule of law in which unconditional observance 
of law by all and everyone will be the highest principle. 

The Conference considers that the main preconditions for an ef- 
fective functioning of the political system are the reshaping of su- 
preme power in the state, providing for the convocation of national 
congresses of people’s deputies, the functioning of the bicameral Su- 
preme Soviet of the USSR on a regular basis, the introduction of the 
post of President of the Supreme Soviet, a democratic use of their 
prerogatives and a constitutionally regulated interaction of all higher 
echelons of power, including the Council of Ministers of the USSR. 

The Conference declares for rejuvenating, in the spirit of pere- 
stroika, the work of public organizations and associations—trade 
unions, Komsomol, women’s, veterans’, etc., and creative unions— 
and for considerably enhancing their role in the work of the political 
system, and in realizing and coordinating the interests of various 
strata of the population for the benefit of the whole people. 

5. The Conference notes that, having assumed the revolutionary 
initiative, the CPSU has produced an objective critical analysis of the 
present state of our society and the Party itself; proposed the program 
of perestroika, rallying the mass of the people around its ideas; and 
organized practical work to effect a revolutionary restructuring of so- 
cial relations. In this way the CPSU has demonstrated once again that 
it is the vehicle of the programmatic goals of society and the van- 
guard of the people. 

In terms of the demarcation of the functions of the Party and gov- 
erment bodies, we must fully revive the Leninist concept of the 
Party as the vanguard of society in the context of today’s conditions. 
This vanguard, guided by Marxist-Leninist teaching, sees to the the- 
oretical elaboration of the most crucial issues in the country’s devel- 
opment, formulates the ideology of perestroika, and thereby—through 
organizational work among the masses, inspiring and encouraging 
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them—imparts the correct, socialist direction to advance our multi- 
national society. The Party carries forward the personnel policy, en- 
suring a rational appointment of cadres through the democratic mech- 
anisms of the reformed political system. The CPSU should pursue its 
political line through the Communists working in government and 
economic bodies, in public organizations and work collectives. All 
Party organizations should act within the framework of the Consti- 
tution and Soviet laws. 

The objectives of perestroika, crucial for the country and social- 
ism, call for enhancing the leading role of the Party and for new cri- 
teria in assessing the fulfillment of this role. 

The CPSU will never again in any way allow a recurrence of what 
happened during the personality cult and stagnation periods, which 
caused profound deformations in socialist society, hampered its de- 
velopment for decades and resulted in tremendous human losses and 
incalculable moral and ideological damage. 

6. The Conference approves the international activities of the CPSU 
Central Committee based on new political thinking and new methods 
used to make the peaceful intentions of the Soviet Union part of world 
politics. It confirms that only a political approach to resolving the con- 
tradictions in the world’s development and to settling conflict situations 
can enable the USSR to play the role destined for it by history in 
ensuring the survival of humanity and its continued progress. 

In this context the Conference highly appreciates the principled line 
and the practical measures for strengthening internationalist cooper- 
ation with the socialist countries, improving Soviet-American rela- 
tions, invigorating the all-European process and expanding relations 
in Asia, the Pacific, Latin America and Africa, and welcomes pro- 
ductive contacts with the non-aligned movement, with various polit- 
ical parties and with the world public. The Conference approves of 
the efforts to build up the prestige of the United Nations and achieve 
the settlement of regional conflicts on the basis of the principles of 
national reconciliation and free self-determination. 

The Conference approves of the approach by the Soviet leadership 
to the problem of removing the threat of war by means of open and 
constructive dialogue and through disarmament, which opened the 
way to signing the INF Treaty and put on a practical plane the talks 
on nuclear, chemical and conventional weapons. 
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The Conference fully approves of the decision to withdraw troops 
from Afghanistan in accordance with the Geneva accords, and of 
conducting relations with that country as an independent, neutral and 
non-aligned state. 

Foreign-policy activity should increasingly contribute to releasing the 
country’s resources for peaceful construction, for perestroika, and 
should be closely tied in with the democratization of society, including 
decision-making and verification of compliance with the decisions made. 

All defense matters should henceforth be primarily oriented toward 
qualitative parameters—as regards technology and military science, 
and the structure of the armed forces. Our defense establishment is 
designed to reliably guarantee the security of the Soviet Union and 
its allies, and must therefore strictly abide by our defensive doctrine. 

Perestroika requires a foreign policy adequately reflecting its hu- 
manistic essence, opening up for Soviet society broad opportunities 
for mutually beneficial cooperation and diverse democratic ties with 
the rest of the world. 

The Conference confirms the CPSU’s policy of steadfast solidarity 
with the struggles being carried on by Communist and Workers’ Par- 
ties, by all social forces for peace and social progress, for freedom 
and democracy. 

7. Expressing the will of the twenty million Communists and the 
vital interests of the Soviet people, the Conference declares: the Party 
will persevere in promoting the drive for revolutionary perestroika, 
in making it irreversible and in doing all it can to attain its goals. 

The Conference calls on all Party organizations, all Communists 
and non-Party people to participate ever more actively in the renewal 
of society, which is of historic significance for the destiny of our 
Motherland. 

8. The Conference deems it necessary for the CPSU Central Com- 
mittee to see to it that all concrete proposals and requests expressed 
by the Conference’s delegates on behalf of the Communists who 
elected them, and proposals and questions set forth in collective and 
individual messages sent to the Conference during the discussion of 
the Theses, are duly examined, and that the results of the examina- 
tion are publicized through the mass media. 


Bie 
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On Democratizing Soviet Society 
and Reforming the Political System 


1. The experience gained over the three years of perestroika, during 
the country’s revolutionary renewal and the democratization of the 
Party’s activities and social affairs, has made a radical reform of the 
political system the order of the day. 

The Soviet state was bom as a tool of the dictatorship of the pro- 
letariat and, at a later stage of social development, evolved into a 
state of the whole people. The task now is to bring the Soviet state 
system into full conformity with this concept, with all matters to be 
decided by the people and their plenipotentiary representatives and to 
be handled under full and effective popular control. 

The Conference holds that the forthcoming reform of the political 
system must tackle the following tasks: 

—to give the widest possible scope to the self-governing of our so- 
ciety and create favorable conditions to encourage as much as pos- 
sible the initiative of individuals, representative government bodies, 
Party and other public organizations and work collectives; 

—to set a smoothly operating mechanism in motion to democrati- 
cally identify and shape the interests and the will of all classes and 
social groups, to bring them into harmony and to realize them within 
the framework of Soviet domestic and foreign policy; 

—to secure the necessary conditions for the further free develop- 
ment of every Soviet nation and nationality and for consolidating their 
friendship and equitable cooperation on an internationalist basis; 

—to radically strengthen socialist legality and law and order so as 
to rule out usurpation or abuses of power, effectively combat bu- 
reaucratic and formalistic attitudes, and ensure reliable guarantees for 
the protection of the people’s constitutional rights and freedoms and 
for the performance by citizens of their obligations before society and 
the state; 

—to clearly delineate the functions of Party and government bodies 
in line with the Leninist concept of the Communist Party’s role as 
the political vanguard of society and the role of the Soviet state as 
the entity organizing and administering the people’s power, 

~-to establish an effective mechanism to ensure timely self-renewal 
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of the political system with due regard for changes in domestic and 
intemational conditions, as well as the development and promotion 
of the principles of socialist democracy and self-government in all 
social spheres. 

The reform of the political system must be integral, comprehen- 
sive, coordinated with the country’s economic and social restructur- 
ing and implemented as quickly as possible. 

2. The reform of the political system is primarily aimed at ensur- 
ing the full authority of the Soviets of People’s Deputies as the basis 
of the socialist state system and self-government in our country. 

The Conference deems it necessary to enhance the legislative, 
managerial and supervisory functions of the Soviets, to transfer de- 
cision-making powers to them on all important questions relating to 
government and the economic and sociocultural spheres, and to re- 
store the prerogative of elective bodies over the executive and its ap- 
paratus. Party policy—economic, social and ethnic—should be con- 
ducted primarily via the bodies of people’s representatives. 

The management of local affairs must be reorganized along the 
lines of self-government, self-financing and self-sufficiency and should 
dovetail regional interests with those of the entire country. This re- 
quires effective guarantees ensuring the competence and indepen- 
dence of Soviets in the integral development of the areas they 
control. The Soviets should have stable sources of income based on 
long-term quotas, including revenue received from all economic en- 
terprises in the areas under their jurisdiction; should accumulate funds 
for ensuring economic development, improving living standards, pro- 
tecting the environment and tackling other urgent tasks; and should 
set up extra-budgetary development funds composed of additional in- 
comes, including contributions from the public. At the same time, 
there must be firm guarantees that the revenues received as a result 
of efficient economic management and a socialist enterprising spirit 
will be freely administered on the local level. 

The work of the Soviets should be reorganized: the scope of the 
questions they alone decide at their sessions should be expanded; 
provision should be made to periodically relieve deputies from their 
regular office or shop floor duties to enable them to fulfill their re- 
sponsibilities to their Soviet and its standing committees, and to their 
electorate; and the underlying principle should be that, within the 
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scope of the law, every Soviet is fully entitled to choose the forms 
and methods of its work with due regard for local conditions. Nom- 
ination of several candidates, voting by secret ballot and electoral 
contests should be the rule in the formation of executive committees 
and in the appointment and endorsement of officials in charge of these 
committees’ sections, and their departments and services. We must 
ensure a situation in which Soviets of all levels work openly, in full 
view of the electorate. 

The Conference favors the election of standing presidiums in local 
government bodies, except at the village or township level, and of 
chairpersons in all Soviets, without exception, by secret ballot. The 
role of the representative bodies would be enhanced if the first sec- 
retaries of respective Party committees were, as a rule, recommended 
to serve as the Soviets’ chairpersons. 

A tule should be adopted barring members of the executive com- 
mittees at all levels of local Soviets, the heads of these committees’ 
sections and departments, judges, state arbitrators and procurators 
from serving as deputies of the respective Soviets. It would be useful 
to apply this principle to members of the government and heads of 
major agencies at the all-Union, republican and autonomous repub- 
lican levels. 

The introduction of restrictions limiting the time in elective offices 
and in offices established and approved by the Soviets to two con- 
secutive terms will be an important democratic move. 

A substantive modernization of the existing electoral system will 
be essential in restoring the prestige and the influence of the Soviets. 
While favorably assessing the experience accumulated in this field 
since the 27th Congress of the CPSU, the Conference deems it nec- 
essary to go further and ensure unlimited nomination of candidacies, 
their free and extensive discussion, the listing of more candidates in 
the ballots than there are seats to be filled, strict observance of a 
democratic electoral procedure, regular reports by deputies on their 
work and a real mechanism for their recall. Broad powers should be 
granted to the election meetings of voters, which should become 
democratic forums for the competitive selection of candidates. The 
Soviets’ work will be truly effective if the deputies elected to serve 
on them are principled people who think as statesmen should, who 
are firmly dedicated to socialist renewal and who are able to repre- 
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sent their electorate properly and vigorously exercise the nights they 
have been granted. 

The Conference holds that a single, five-year term of office should 
be established for all Soviets of People’s Deputies. 

Having summed up the views expressed during the discussion of 
the CPSU Central Committee’s Theses and noting the debate at the 
Conference itself, the delegates believe it necessary to restructure the 
supreme bodies of government. They hold that a USSR Congress of 
People’s Deputies should be the country’s supreme body of authority 
comprising, in addition to the deputies representing territorial and na- 
tional-territorial constituencies, deputies representing the principal 
elements of our political system—the Party, the trade unions, the 
YCL, other mass public organizations, as well as cooperative, cre- 
ative and scientific associations—all of whom should be democrati- 
cally elected at congresses or plenary meetings of their governing 
bodies. The USSR Congress of People’s Deputies could decide on 
the country’s most important constitutional, political and socioeco- 
nomic issues at annual sessions. The Congress would establish a rel- 
atively small bicameral USSR Supreme Soviet—a standing legisla- 
tive, administrative and supervisory body—and elect by secret ballot 
the President of the Supreme Soviet. The lack of functional definition 
of the chambers should be eliminated and the work of the standing 
committees and of the deputies reorganized. 

New approaches should be used in forming and organizing the ac- 
tivities of Soviets at all other levels; these moves should then be 
given a legal basis. 

3. The Conference sees the decentralization of government and a 
redistribution of functions and powers to ensure the highest possible 
level of initiative and independence at the local level as a major as- 
pect of the reform of the political system. This effort should rule out 
departmentalism and self-serving localism and ensure the perfor- 
mance of the central authority’s functions, without which it would be 
impossible to assert the advantages of socialism or to meet the all- 
Union interests of our vast, multinational country. 

The Conference notes that the economic reform and the reform of 
the political system will enhance the role of the USSR Council of 
Ministers as the highest executive and administrative body of au- 
thority accountable to the USSR Supreme Soviet and increase its re- 
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sponsibility for conducting domestic and foreign policy and for draw- 
ing up and implementing economic, social and cultural development 
plans and long-term programs. 

Democratization of the social sphere implies a systematic effort to 
simplify the structure and perfect the methods of work of the entire 
state apparatus. We must abolish redundant links and reduce the ap- 
paratus to an optimal size. We should have an apparatus of a new type 
based on high professionalism and capable of handling modern infor- 
mation technology. It should be democratically controlled by the people 
and able to promote economic and social progress. The Conference 
notes the positive effect produced by this effort and advocates accel- 
erating it so that perestroika reaches every part of the administrative 
system. It would be useful to establish a uniform system of public and 
state control subordinated to the elective bodies. 

In reforming the political system, primary attention should be paid 
to developing the Soviet socialist federation to bring about a further 
strengthening of the equal and fraternal union of all the USSR’s na- 
tions and nationalities. 

4. The Conference regards the establishment of a socialist state 
committed to the rule of law—a fully socialist form of organizing po- 
litical power—as a matter of fundamental importance. The solving of 
this task is inseparably linked with the ensurance of the fullest pos- 
sible rights and freedoms of Soviet citizens; with the responsibility 
of the state to the citizen and of the citizen to the state; with the 
raising of the prestige of Soviet laws and their strict observance by 
all Party and government bodies, public organizations, collectives and 
citizens; and with effective work of law enforcement agencies. A 
radical restructuring of their activities should be at the heart of the 
legal reform the Conference believes would be useful to effect within 
a relatively short time. 

5. The reform of the political system presupposes a restructuring 
of public organizations, which are an important component of this 
system. Trade unions, the YCL, cooperatives, women’s, veterans’ 
and other organizations, express the interests and aspirations of var- 
ious sections of Soviet society and help the Party and the state to 
shape domestic and foreign policies in a way that organically com- 
bines the interests of all our people. 

The recent emergence of several new public associations and alli- 
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ances to assist the socialist renewal should be viewed as a positive 
development. At the same time, the Conference condemns all activities 
aimed at eroding our society’s socialist foundations, fomenting ethnic 
or racial enmity, or preaching war, violence and immorality. 

While highly appraising the activities of public organizations, the 
Conference notes the need to democratize their affairs, grant more in- 
dependence and responsibility to their work and resolutely overcome 
such shortcomings as the obsession with organizational matters, for- 
malistic attitudes and the decline of initiative. For its part, the CPSU 
will do its utmost to help public organizations reappraise their role 
in society and exploit their potential more vigorously in the cause of 
renewal. The aim is to further the advancement of the nationwide pa- 
triotic movement in support of perestroika. 

Given the one-party system that has evolved in the course of our 
country’s history, the existence of a permanent system ensuring free 
dialogue, criticism, self-criticism, self-control and_ self-assessment 
within the Party and within society is a matter of vital importance. 

6. The Party is fully resolved to assist in the promotion of the 
working people’s social nights, highlighting the advantages of social- 
ism as a social system. Progress in these matters will depend on the 
consistent implementation of the economic reform and the accelera- 
tion of the country’s socioeconomic development. In this connection 
the Conference stresses the need to tighten labor discipline and en- 
courage a committed and creative approach by workers to their jobs. 
In the final analysis, the level and the quality of the benefits society 
can offer its members depend on the attitude of every collective and 
of every Soviet person to his or her work. 

The legislative definition of the procedure to be used in exercising 
these constitutional rights and liberties will be important for the expan- 
sion of our citizens’ political rights and personal freedoms. Prominent 
among them are the human rights to take part in government, to express 
one’s views on any issue and to enjoy freedom of conscience. The law 
must firmly protect the citizen’s personal dignity, the inviolability of 
his home, the privacy of his correspondence, telephone conversations, 
etc. The rights and freedoms of Soviet citizens are inseparably linked 
with their civic duties and must go hand in hand with a universally 
unconditional respect for the law. Socialist democracy is incompatible 
with either arbitrary action or irresponsibility. 
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7. The Conference believes that the success of the reform of the 
political system decisively depends on the work of the Party and 
makes it binding on all Party organizations and all Communists to 
act vigorously and creatively in the tackling of the issues at hand. 
As the initiator and vigorous champion of the reform, the Party is 
effectively discharging its mission as the political vanguard of the 
working class and all working people. 

The most salient feature of the historical juncture we have reached 
is the demand that the CPSU should be fully consonant with Lenin’s 
concept of the Party’s leading role in society not only in the content 
of its work but also in the methods it employs. This makes it im- 
perative above all to abandon the practice of Party committees acting 
in place of government or economic bodies, to prohibit the adoption 
of Party decisions containing direct instructions addressed to govern- 
ment or economic bodies, and to strictly abide by the principle that 
the CPSU should pursue its political course through the Communists 
working in various spheres of social life. 

The Conference states that the present aim is to completely abandon 
the command-style methods of work used by Party bodies and to ensure 
the strictest possible observance of democratic principles, of the USSR 
Constitution and of other laws. The competence of every Party orga- 
nization and the maturity of every Party worker should be judged ac- 
cording to the ability to conduct Party policy in the new way, through 
ideological, political and organizational work among the population. 

8. It is impossible for the CPSU to play the vanguard role in per- 
estroika and in the renewal of our society without a profound de- 
mocratization of the Party’s activities. Our prime task is to fully re- 
store the Leninist vision of democratic centralism, which implies free 
discussion at the stage when a particular question is being consid- 
ered, and united action when the majority has adopted the decision. 
Steps to expand democracy within the Party should be charted and 
taken so that all the elements of the CPSU can act in a spirit of Party 
comradeship, with free discussion of all topical questions of policy 
and practice, criticism, self-criticism, collectivism, conscious disci- 
pline and personal responsibility. 

The Conference attaches great importance to democratizing the work 
of the primary Party organizations. We should begin by promoting their 
independence, and freeing them from petty regimentation by superior 
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bodies. We have to enhance the prestige of elective Party bodies and 
of secretaries of primary Party organizations, creating stimulating work- 
ing conditions and overcoming the passivity of some of our Party mem- 
bers. The Conference notes that the degree of Communists’ involve- 
ment in the work of Party committees falls short of the demands inherent 
in a cardinal restructuring of Party work, the development of democracy 
within the Party and the consolidation of the people’s socialist self- 
government. Every Communist should become a champion of pere- 
stroika, of our society’s revolutionary renewal. 

Democratization should also have an effect on the important matter 
of the admission of new members to the CPSU. We must move res- 
olutely to end the regimentation of admission according to quotas, 
which often create artificial barriers to the admission of progressive- 
minded, astute people. The main criteria by which the qualities of a 
new applicant should be judged are his or her political stand, effec- 
tive contribution to perestroika, attitude to work and moral character. 
In addition, the opinion of the work collective should be considered 
objectively, and questions concerning admission to the Party should 
be discussed at open Party meetings. 

9. The Conference regards the full restoration of the Leninist prin- 
ciple of collective discussion and decision-making as a key factor in 
democratizing the Party. It is inadmissible for the Party apparatus to 
usurp the functions of elective bodies and for the role of Communists 
to be reduced to attendance at Party meetings and the rubber-stamping 
of lists of candidates and draft resolutions. The nature of Party meetings 
and of plenary meetings held by Party committees should be changed; 
they should be made more businesslike, critical and constructive in 
matters of political leadership and ideological education. 

The Conference favors more extensive participation by CPSU Cen- 
tral Committee members in the work of the Central Committee 
Politburo, regular reports by the Politburo to Central Committee 
plenary meetings, and the establishment of commissions made up of 
Central Committee members and dealing with various aspects of do- 
mestic and foreign policy. 

Democratization of the Party’s affairs demands the broadest pos- 
sible openness in the work of all Party organizations and their gov- 
erning bodies. The Conference supports the proposal of publishing 
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verbatim records of Party committee plenary meetings and draft de- 
cisions on major Party and public matters. 

The Party’s elective bodies are to play a special role in the re- 
newal of relations within the Party. The Conference notes the need 
to have the bureaus of district, city, area, regional and territorial 
committees and the Central Committees of the Communist Parties of 
the Union Republics report to their committees, and Party commit- 
tees and Party bureaus report to the Party's primary organizations. 
Communists should have the right to recall midterm those members 
of elective Party bodies who fail to fulfill their duties or who have 
disgraced themselves, and, if necessary, to elect a new elective body 
in its entirety. 

Democratization makes it imperative to drastically update the Party’s 
personnel policy. The formalistic approach to the selection and place- 
ment of key personnel, an approach based on sticking to a rigid list of 
approved cadres, is losing its effectiveness. The principal method the 
Party committees should adopt in these matters must include the or- 
ganization of personnel training, retraining and education, as well as 
applying democratic procedures in recommending candidates to high- 
level posts. Personnel matters should be finalized by election. 

10. The Conference views democratization of the electoral process 
within the Party as a matter of prime importance. The election of 
members and secretaries of all Party committees—up to and including 
the CPSU Central Committee—should feature free discussion by the 
candidates, voting by secret ballot and an opportunity to nominate 
more candidates than there are seats to be filled. It would be useful 
to recognize the right of Party organizations, as they elect delegates 
to a conference or a congress, to submit proposals for nominations 
to a higher Party body—a matter to be finalized by the delegates of 
the conference or congress. 

The Conference supports the proposal on introducing a uniform 
five-year term of office for elective Party bodies, from the CPSU 
Central Committee down to the district committee. Since this term is 
relatively long, the Party should adopt the practice of holding, every 
two or three years, conferences that would be entitled to reelect up 
to 20 percent of the membership of Party committees. This rule also 
applies to the All-Union Conference of the CPSU. 

Restrictions limiting the terms of office in elective posts are to be 
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a major guarantee against stagnation within the body of the Party’s 
functionaries. The Conference deems it useful to adopt the following 
rule beginning with the next election campaign in the CPSU: all 
members of bureaus and secretaries of Party committees, including 
members of the Central Committee Politburo and the General Sec- 
retary of the CPSU Central Committee, may be elected to the same 
office for no more than two consecutive terms. 

11. In order to improve monitoring and auditing within the Party 
and create effective safeguards against subjectivism, arbitrary action 
and personal or random influences on Party policy, it is proposed to 
establish a single supervisory body—the Central Control and Audit- 
ing Commission of the CPSU—along with appropriate local bodies, 
and to abolish the Committee of Party Control under the CPSU Cen- 
tral Committee and the CPSU Central Auditing Commission, as well 
as the Party control and auditing commissions at local levels. The 
new bodies should be elected by Party congresses and conferences 
and be accountable to them. 

12. In the context of perestroika and the delineation of the functions 
performed by Party committees, government bodies and economic 
agencies, the question of changes in the Party apparatus acquires con- 
siderable importance. The Conference maintains that the structure of 
the apparatus serving Party committees should be fully geared to the 
task of enhancing political leadership and attaining the objectives of 
the new stage of perestroika. The Party apparatus should be reorga- 
nized, reduced in size and made to operate more efficiently without 
delay. The principle of the Party apparatus’ strict subordination and 
accountability to elective Party bodies should be observed unflaggingly. 

13. Reforming the political system is a large-scale and intensive 
task, requiring the adoption of responsible Party decisions and im- 
portant legislative acts. These include essential amendments to the 
Constitution of the USSR, the constitutions of the Union and Auton- 
omous Republics and the CPSU Rules. 

The Conference recommends that Communists working in the rel- 
evant organs of government and administration and in mass public 
organizations take the necessary steps to implement the program ap- 
proved by the 19th All-Union Conference of the CPSU for democ- 
ratizing Soviet society and reforming the political system. 
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On Combating Bureaucracy 


1. The Conference notes that the decisions of the April 1985 Plenary 
Meeting of the CPSU Central Committee and of the 27th Party Con- 
gress launched an effective offensive against bureaucracy and its ug- 
lier manifestations, such as diktat, arbitrary administrative action in 
the economy and in the social, intellectual and cultural spheres, bu- 
reaucratic indifference to people’s rights and needs, and high-handed 
dismissal of public opinion and of the social experience of working 
people. Against the background of stagnation and restraints on dem- 
ocratic institutions, bureaucracy grew to dangerous proportions and 
held back social progress. Bureaucratic distortions, particularly in po- 
litical leadership, are incompatible with socialism as the vibrant cre- 
ative effort of the masses. 

The radical economic reform, the reform of the political system, 
the democratization of the Party and of society, glasnost, the pro- 
motion of criticism and self-criticism and the genuine involvement of 
the people in running the country are seriously undermining the po- 
sitions of bureaucracy. But the bulk of the struggle is still ahead. 

The managerial apparatus remains unreasonably cumbersome. A 
large part of its personnel operates in isolation from the needs and 
interests of our society. The measures devised by the Party to re- 
structure the economy and other spheres of the country’s life are often 
paralyzed by the bureaucratic actions of ministries and government 
and economic agencies, and by the passivity of many Party organi- 
zations and Soviets of People’s Deputies. Departmentalism and self- 
serving communalism remain widespread, and cases of falsified in- 
formation, arbitrary action and violation of Soviet laws still occur. In 
many instances, criticism is being suppressed, as is the initiative dis- 
played by working people. 

It is the duty of all Party organizations and all Communists to make 
full use of the conditions created by perestroika for a consistent and 
uncompromising struggle against the social evil of bureaucracy, and 
for ensuring a high quality of the socialist managerial apparatus. 

This struggle must be mounted in the economy through strict com- 
pliance with the laws on enterprises, cooperatives and the powers of 
work collectives’ councils; through all-out and comprehensive pro- 
motion of the enterprises’ khozraschot relations, autonomy and ac- 
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countability, and of contract, lease-based and cooperative forms of 
economic activity, as well as of democracy on the shop floor; and 
through perfecting the organizational structures of management. 

This struggle must be mounted in the social sphere by acting more 
vigorously to meet the material and everyday as well as cultural needs 
of the working people, and by consistently and firmly adhering to the 
principle of socialist justice and the requirements of the law. 

The struggle against bureaucracy in the social and political spheres 
must be conducted through a tireless effort to promote democracy, 
extensively cevelop forms of socialist self-government, enhance and 
strengthen the powers of the Soviets, ensure direct involvement of 
working people in taking and implementing government decisions, 
make the public better informed about the state of affairs in various 
spheres of the country’s life and enhance people’s control over the 
activities of government bodies. Any attempts at replacing demo- 
cratic centralism with bureaucratic centralism must be firmly re- 
buffed. 

In the intellectual, cultural and moral sphere, to mount an offen- 
sive against bureaucracy means reviving the relevant Leninist tradi- 
tions and criteria, creatively using and developing the ideology of 
Marxism-Leninism, mastering and perfecting new political thinking 
and fighting without letup against any manifestations of dogmatism, 
Philistine morality, social parasitism and abuses of official status. A 
favorable climate for a free comparison of views and opinions must 
be created, and petty tutelage and the holdovers of the command style 
in the administration of science and culture must be overcome reso- 
lutely. 

The Party will succeed in rallying all social forces in the struggle 
against bureaucracy and win tangible victories only if it sets a con- 
vincing example of democratizing its own activities and affairs, 
freeing them of any and all bureaucratic accretions. 

2. The Conference assesses positively the steps taken under the de- 
cisions of the 27th Congress of the CPSU and the June 1987 Plenary 
Meeting of the Central Committee to restructure the managerial sys- 
tem, abolish some of its redundant elements and reduce the size of 
its apparatus, and considers that this effort should not be delayed and 
cannot be confined to a fixed-term campaign or to mechanical re- 
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shuffling. It must be conducted continuously and gear the managerial 
system to the changes constantly occurring in our society. 

Work must be conducted to delegate more managerial functions and 
powers to lower levels, focusing centralized management primarily 
on the major processes. It is particularly important to perfect man- 
agement directly on the shop floor, to have managers at all levels 
abide strictly by the statutory rights of work collectives and to step 
up the activities of their councils. 

It is the duty of Party organizations and of all Communists to en- 
sure unwavering compliance with the principle of the managerial ap- 
paratus serving and being fully accountable to the elective bodies, that 
is, to Soviet government, and the people. Any actions taken by this 
apparatus and distorting and eroding the meaning of laws and gov- 
ernment decisions are unconstitutional. Accessibility and openness to 
control and verification by working people, by the public, is to be 
the rule in the work of the apparatus. 

Competent organization of work is the foremost task of the appa- 
ratus. This calls for substantive changes in the very procedure of the 
elaboration and approval of managerial decisions, making it as sim- 
ple as possible, breaking the vicious circle of the overcautious en- 
dorsement of every decision by various officials, putting an end to 
unwarranted requests for reports on insignificant matters from the lo- 
cal-level bodies and cutting paperwork by several times over. Several 
versions for solving the more important economic and social prob- 
lems should be submitted for examination to experts and to the pub- 
lic and offered for nationwide discussion or referendums. 

The functions and the responsibilities of each managerial unit and 
its staff must be clearly defined and delineated. There must be un- 
flagging compliance with Lenin’s recommendation that ‘‘under all 
circumstances without exception, collegiate management must be ac- 
companied by the most precise definition of the personal responsi- 
bility of every individual for a precisely defined job.”’ 

The Conference holds that radical steps must be taken to correct 
the situation where managerial bodies bear virtually no financial re- 
sponsibility for the adverse effects of their activities, while those who 
act on their decisions—the work collectives—lack any effective means 
of influencing these bodies. The managerial apparatus must be in- 
corporated into the system of new economic ties and relations; the 
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wage-leveling approach to the remuneration of managerial personnel 
must be overcome, and the remuneration must be firmly linked with 
the cost-effective results of the work performed by individual indus- 
tries, enterprises, organizations or territories. 

While combating bureaucracy, we should also protect and 
strengthen in every way the prestige of managers, launching a large- 
scale drive to train and retrain managerial personnel and considerably 
upgrading the managerial competence of executives and experts. A 
well-ordered, smoothly functioning and flexible managerial apparatus 
is to be an effective working tool of perestroika. 

3. Government and public bodies and Party committees must be 
made fully accessible to working people; all delays, formalistic at- 
titudes and pettifogging in the managerial apparatus must be elimi- 
nated; and situations where a person feels helpless before an indif- 
ferent and stubborn bureaucrat must be ruled out. Any attempts at 
infringing on the legitimate rights of citizens by following depart- 
mental instructions and resorting to red tape must be nipped in the 
bud. 

The procedures used at offices, enterprises, Party committees, So- 
viets and trade unions for dealing with people’s personal grievances 
must be improved substantively. Steps to evade consideration of jus- 
tified requests and legitimate demands voiced by working people must 
be seen as a grave dereliction of duty inviting strict disciplinary ac- 
tion up to and including dismissal from the post held. Ministers and 
other senior officials at Union, republican and local levels must per- 
sonally hear people directly in their work collectives and act promptly 
to tackle the questions that arise and remedy the problems the public 
is concerned about. Reports by the heads of these bodies in work 
collectives and in residential areas should become a standard proce- 
dure. 

Leaders of Party bodies, up to and including CPSU Central Com- 
mittee Secretaries, are to meet regularly with Communists and other 
working people to resolve topical issues in the activities of Party or- 
ganizations and work collectives. 

4. The Conference demands that all Party organizations make full 
use of the cadre policy in the struggle against bureaucracy. The se- 
lection and placement of cadre must be conducted openly and on a 
competitive basis. A climate of a principled attitude, of comradeship 
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and of the senior cadres’ responsibility to the collectives that elected 
them should be fully restored. Party organizations must cease to sup- 
port those Communists who, while occupying important posts, show 
a formalistic attitude to their jobs and treat the needs of citizens with 
callous indifference. Such officials should be dismissed without de- 
lay, and attempts to shift them to other positions of authority must 
not be allowed. 

5. The full exercise of the people’s power and the large-scale in- 
volvement of citizens in the running of government and public affairs 
are the decisive factors in the elimination of bureaucracy. 

The Conference emphasizes the extreme importance of creating an 
integral system of public and state control that would operate under 
elective government bodies. Party organizations should make sure that 
this system relies on the initiative and activity of the popular masses 
and creative, veterans’, women’s and other independent public or- 
ganizations expressing the interests of various sections and groups of 
the population. 

The CPSU considers it its duty to create a climate in which every 
citizen is confident that he will have the weight of the Soviets and 
people’s control bodies behind him in combating bureaucrats, that his 
labor and social rights will be championed by the trade unions, that 
the YCL will defend the interests of the younger generation, and that 
the law-enforcement agencies will offer reliable protection against ar- 
bitrary administrative practices or infringements of people’s nghts and 
freedoms. 

The Conference holds that juridical conditions should be created 
for stepping up the struggle against bureaucracy and included in the 
legislative acts currently being drafted. The practice of applying the 
USSR Law on Complaining Against the Officials’ Actions Impairing 
the Rights of Citizens should be improved. 

The performance of the apparatus should be discussed and assessed 
regularly at public assemblies and meetings held by work collectives 
and public organizations. 

The mass media should reveal the specific sources and manifes- 
tations of bureaucratic attitudes and publicize cases of their effective 
elimination. Satire, as a weapon against negative phenomena, should 
be used to full measure. 

6. The Conference demands that all Party organizations act vig- 
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orously to eliminate all elements of bureaucracy in their own activ- 
ities and to assert the Leninist style of work. Efforts to verify actual 
compliance with Party decisions and policy guidelines must be ele- 
vated to a radically new level. This is a matter of prime importance 
in the struggle against bureaucracy, and should be given the special 
attention of the Communists employed in the ministries, government 
departments, offices and organizations directly in charge of meeting 
people’s requests and needs. 

The principle that all Communists in executive posts are to report 
and be fully answerable to the primary Party organizations must be 
observed consistently; efforts should be undertaken to have every ex- 
ecutive maintain close links with the masses, set an example of com- 
petence, hard-working dedication, modesty, accessibility and respect 
for people. 

Every Party organization should conduct its work along the lines 
of collective leadership, improve the practice of elective Party bodies 
reporting regularly to plenary meetings of Party committees and 
meetings of Communists, promote criticism and self-criticism and 
take to task those guilty of violating the standards of democracy 
within the Party. Not a single Party organization, not a single worker, 
must be exempt from control. 

In combating bureaucracy, creative people with initiative should be 
relied upon, people who refuse to tolerate sluggishness or stagnation 
and who have demonstrated their ability to use democratic methods. 
Such people should be fully supported and recommended for Party 
work. 

The 19th All-Union Conference of the CPSU is calling on the 
Communists and all working people to be more active in combating 
bureaucracy at all levels of management, in all spheres of the soci- 
ety’s life. 


On Relations Between Soviet Nationalities 


1. The Soviet socialist state founded by Vladimir Lenin has embod- 
ied the revolutionary will and aspirations of the multinational family 
of equal peoples. A common historical destiny is the groundwork for 
internationalist socialist fratemnity. A unique union of republics is the 


THE NEXT PHASE 283 


result of the efforts of many generations of Soviet people. On its ban- 
ner is inscribed the internationalist unity of the working people of all 
Soviet nations and nationalities, the right of nations to self-determi- 
nation, the revival and advancement of national cultures, accelerated 
progress of formerly backward national regions and elimination of 
strife between nations. An integral economic complex has emerged, 
serving as the material foundation for the unity of the peoples of the 
Soviet Union. The economic, cultural and manpower potential of all 
republics and autonomous entities has risen immeasurably. A new 
historical community—the Soviet people—has come into being. A 
natural growth of national self-awareness is under way. 

At the same time, the dynamism, witnessed during the initial stage 
of the formation of the multinational Soviet state, was substantially 
undermined by departure from the Leninist principles of the nation- 
alities policy, by breaches of the rule of law during the personality 
cult period and by the ideology and psychology of stagnation. The 
results achieved in resolving the nationalities question were raised to 
an absolute. It was claimed that there were no problems in relations 
between nationalities. The needs for the social, economic and cul- 
tural development of certain republics, autonomous entities and eth- 
nic groups were not fully taken into consideration. Many acute ques- 
tions that derived from the very development of nations and 
nationalities were not resolved promptly enough. This led to public 
disaffection, which now and then escalated into conflicts. We still 
witness cases of national egoism and arrogance, sponging and local- 
ism. The negative phenomena that accumulated over the decades had 
been neglected and ignored for a long time, and were not properly 
assessed by the Party. Perestroika, democratization and glasnost have 
revealed these phenomena and, at the same time, created conditions 
for overcoming them in a democratic way. 

2. The Party Conference considers it a task of historic importance 
to persistently assert and creatively advance Lenin’s norms and prin- 
ciples of the nationalities policy, and resolutely eliminate those arti- 
ficial elements and deformations that have accumulated. The basis for 
this is the political course worked out by the 27th Congress of the 
CPSU, which combines satisfaction of the interests of all nations and 
nationalities with the country’s general interests and needs, and our 
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intemnationalist ideology, which is incompatible with any variety of 
chauvinism and nationalism. 

Greater independence of the Union republics and autonomous en- 
tities is seen by the Party in indissoluble connection with their re- 
sponsibility for the strengthening and progress of our multinational 
State. The socialist ideal is not a detrimental unification but a full- 
blooded and dynamic unity set in national diversity. 

3. The Party Conference holds that due measures should be taken 
as part of the restructuring of the political system to further strengthen 
and develop the Soviet federation on democratic principles. This 
would mean first of all extending the rights of Union republics and 
autonomous entities by delimiting the jurisdiction of the Union of So- 
viet Socialist Republics and that of the Soviet republics, and by de- 
centralizing and transferring some government functions to local 
bodies and emphasizing their independence and responsibility in eco- 
nomic, social and cultural spheres, and nature conservation. 

One of the central tasks is to create conditions for the greater in- 
dependence of regions, and to carry forward cooperation whereby 
each republic should be interested in improving the end results of its 
economic activity as the basis for its own well-being and the com- 
mon prosperity and power of the Soviet Union. The radical economic 
reform and democratization offer wide scope for the optimum com- 
bination of the interests of the national-state entities, on the one hand, 
and the country as a whole, on the other. It is essential that the 
working people should know how much their respective republic or 
region is producing, what its contribution to the country’s economy 
is and how much it gets. The idea of republics and regions going 
over to khozraschot principles is worth considering, with a clear def- 
inition of what they are expected to contribute to the Union-wide 
programs. 

The internationalization of the economy and all other areas of so- 
ciety is a law-governed process. Any gravitation toward national iso- 
lation can only cause economic and cultural impoverishment. 

We shall have to legislatively elaborate an essentially new mech- 
anism for forming republican and local budgets, and to substantially 
enhance their role in the socioeconomic development of the various 
regions. It is essential to secure effective interaction by territorial 
bodies of management and USSR ministries and departments, and all- 
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Union enterprises. The responsibility of the republican as well as 
Union bodies of management for the comprehensive development of 
every region should be enhanced. The question of direct ties between 
Union republics calls for a deep juridical examination and for prac- 
tical solutions. 

The work of those institutions of the political system through which 
the interests of nationalities are determined and coordinated should be 
invigorated. It is of the utmost importance here to enhance the role 
of Soviets of People’s Deputies, and notably the Soviet of Nation- 
alities of the USSR Supreme Soviet, its standing commissions and 
also the government of the USSR. It is desirable to create standing 
commissions on interethnic relations under the USSR Supreme So- 
viet, the Supreme Soviets of the Union and Autonomous Republics 
and, wherever necessary, local Soviets. The question of establishing 
a special governmental body for nationalities and ethnic relations 
should be considered. 

The Conference recommends that the legislation on the Union and 
Autonomous Republics, and autonomous regions and areas, should 
be elaborated upon and updated in view of the new realities, giving 
fuller definitions of their rights and duties, and spelling out the prin- 
ciples of self-government and the representation of all nationalities on 
the governing bodies at the center and locally. This will require ap- 
propriate amendments in the Constitution of the USSR and the con- 
stitutions of Union and Autonomous Republics. 

4. It is important that in every national region economic and social 
progress should be accompanied by spiritual progress based on the 
cultural identity of nations and nationalities. Socialist culture, which 
is developing as a multinational culture, should continue to be a 
powerful factor behind the ideological and moral consolidation of our 
society. 

We should see to it that the ethnic groups residing outside their 
national territories, or ethnic groups that have no such territories, 
should be granted more opportunities to fulfill their national cultural 
needs, especially in education, communication and folk art. They 
should also have the opportunity to form national culture centers, to 
use the mass media and to satisfy their religious requirements. 

The most important principle of our multinational state is the free 
development and equal use by all Soviet citizens of their mother 
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tongues and the learning of Russian, which has been voluntarily 
adopted by Soviet people as a means of communication between na- 
tions. Every condition should be provided for national-Russian bi- 
lingualism to develop harmoniously and naturally, with an eye to the 
specific features of every region, and without formalism; more con- 
cem should be shown for the active functioning of national languages 
in various spheres of political, public and cultural life; the study of 
the language of the republic by citizens of other nationalities residing 
in it, above all by children and young people, should be encouraged. 
All this should not be contraposed to the democratic principle of free 
choice of the language of instruction. 

5. Every generation of Soviet people goes through the school of 
patriotism and internationalism in its own way. The important thing 
is that already in the individual’s initial social experience, at home 
and in school, in the Young Pioneer and YCL organizations, these 
values should combine organically as an indissoluble unity, ruling out 
both national nihilism and national exclusiveness. It is desirable to 
trace the sources of the friendship of the Soviet peoples, to actively 
mold the culture of communication between nationalities and to cul- 
tivate respect for the traditions, language, art and history of the peo- 
ples of the USSR and other peoples of the world. Service in the So- 
viet Armed Forces should be a real school of internationalism. 

The anniversary of the formation of the USSR, which is a coun- 
trywide holiday, should be given a greater social and political sig- 
nificance. 

Experience has shown that where the practice of Soviet patriotism 
and socialist internationalism is no more than perfunctory, national 
narrow-mindedness and chauvinistic arrogance come to the fore. 
Combating these ugly deviations and helping to eliminate the reasons 
for them is the civic duty of every Soviet citizen. All actions that 
divide nations or nationalities and attempts at impinging upon the 
rights of citizens of any nationality should be considered morally un- 
acceptable and contrary to the interests of the Soviet Union. 

People must learn to distinguish between true national interests and 
their nationalistic perversion. Any claims to national exclusiveness are 
intolerable and insulting, and this also goes for the nation in whose 
name they are voiced. In the spint of the Leninist tradition, one 
should first of all combat one’s ‘‘own’’ nationalism and chauvinism, 
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and this should be done primarily by members of the nationality con- 
cemed. 

6. The Conference notes that in our country the existence of many 
nations and nationalities is a powerful source of growth and mutual 
spiritual enrichment. The shaping of the socialist, internationalist way 
of life is the business of the whole Party, of all Soviet people. The 
thing to do is mobilize the political experience, labor ethics and moral 
potential of the working class, the farmers and the intelligentsia, and 
their deep-rooted commitment to good-neighborly relations of differ- 
ent peoples. A special part here is to be played by the Soviet intel- 
ligentsia. The general climate of relations between nationalities de- 
pends to an enormous extent on its civic maturity and understanding 
of the vital interests of its people and society as a whole. 

The Conference stresses that any nationalities problems call for a 
well-thought-out and comprehensive approach based on in-depth 
analysis and the objective assessment of every specific situation. They 
must be tackled in a calm spirit, with a strong sense of responsibil- 
ity, in the framework of socialist democracy and legality, above all 
by meeting one another halfway, with an eye to the ongoing pro- 
cesses of revolutionary renewal, and without prejudice to the inter- 
nationalist unity of the Soviet people. It is essential to create a social 
climate in which people of any nationality should feel at home in any 
part of our socialist homeland. 

7. The current nationalities policy requires profound scientific and 
theoretical study. This is a responsible social assignment for research 
institutions and experts. To fulfill it successfully, we must set up ap- 
propriate organizational facilities, find the requisite personnel and 
unite the efforts of the scientific community. It is desirable to study 
the question of founding an all-Union research center for the com- 
prehensive study of topical issues concerning relations between na- 
tionalities, and to expand research and information in this field. 

8. Party organizations and Communists of all nationalities are 
called upon to be the cementing force, the heart and soul of the so- 
cialist union of nations, and active bearers of internationalism. All 
their activity must help rally the working people in the drive for per- 
estroika, cultivate a sound public opinion, and lead people ahead. In 
the spirit of Leninism, it is essential that all nations and nationalities 
should be represented on Party, government, trade union, YCL and 
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economic bodies, those at the all-Union level included, so that the 
composition of the leading government bodies should reflect the mul- 
tinational structure of Soviet society as fully as possible. 

The Conference backs the proposal of the Political Bureau of the 
CPSU Central Committee to hold a Central Committee Plenary 
Meeting on relations among nationalities. 

The Conference is deeply convinced that our present and future re- 
pose on the consolidation and unity of all Soviet peoples. It is the 
patriotic and internationalist duty of every citizen, every Communist, 
to cherish and enhance everything that furthers the unity of Soviet 
society as the basis for the free development and prosperity of all the 
peoples of the USSR, for the strengthening of our common home- 
land. Lenin called for this, and that is the road followed by the Com- 
munist Party. 


On Glasnost 


1. Guided by the interests of socialism and perestroika, the 19th All- 
Union Conference of the CPSU considers further development of 
glasnost one of its most crucial political objectives. 

The first three years of perestroika have shown convincingly that 
glasnost in the activity of Party, government and public organizations 
and in the mass media, the unfolding of criticism and self-criticism, 
and the assertion of openness and truthfulness in politics have en- 
abled the Party, and the people as a whole, to better understand their 
past and present, identify the retardation factors, and arouse powerful 
patriotic forces to active and purposeful work for the good of the 
country and socialism. The introduction of glasnost in public affairs 
has enabled us to assess the situation in the country deeply and ob- 
jectively, with the participation of the public at large; to collectively 
work out the fundamental guidelines for accelerating socioeconomic 
development and secure the active and committed support of the 
working people for the policy of perestroika of the CPSU. 

The Conference considers glasnost a developing process, and 
stresses that its consistent extension is an indispensable condition for 
expressing the democratic essence of the socialist system and its 
commitment to the people, the individual’s involvement in all public 
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affairs, the affairs of state and the collective, and is an effective guar- 
antee against any deformation of socialism based on public control 
over the activity of all social institutions and bodies of power and 
government. 

The Conference sees glasnost as a necessary condition for the so- 
cialist self-government of the people, for the enactment of constitu- 
tional rights, freedoms and obligations; as a means of collating and 
accumulating the entire diversity of interests and the socialist plural- 
ity of opinions that exist in Soviet society; as an effective way of 
strengthening internationalism and cultivating socialist patriotism, and 
as a way of consolidating the humanistic image of socialism. Glas- 
nost in all spheres of life is one of the most crucial conditions for 
the further promotion of perestroika processes, for making peres- 
troika irreversible. 

On the international scene, reflecting the positions of governments 
and peoples, glasnost is helping the cause of peace and cooperation, 
promoting the ideas of a nuclear-free and non-violent world, and the 
shaping of advanced and civilized international relations. As a means 
for the conduct of an open foreign policy, it helps public organiza- 
tions, work collectives, the mass of working people and people in 
science and culture to establish international contacts, to further peo- 
ple-to-people diplomacy; it helps to resolve complicated international 
problems at interstate levels and along intergovernmental channels. 

In the final analysis, glasnost, criticism and self-criticism serve the 
interests of the people; they reflect the openness of society’s political 
system, and speak of its strength, political viability and moral health. 

2. At the same time, the Conference notes that being a powerful 
perestroika weapon, glasnost needs to be deepened and supported. 
Large amounts of information are still kept out of the reach of the 
general public, and are not being used for accelerating socioeconomic 
and cultural development or for enhancing the political culture of the 
people and administrative cadres. It is a matter of record that at- 
tempts have been made to hold down glasnost in Party, government 
and public organizations, work collectives, and the mass media. De- 
partmental and localist barriers are often erected to block glasnost. 
The striving to inform the public of various faults, abuses and cases 
of red tape and arrogance among Communists, as well as other neg- 
ative practices, is encountering administrative resistance. The stream 
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of citizens’ letters containing various complaints addressed to Party 
bodies and the mass media is not running dry. There is still perse- 
cution, even reprisals, for criticism. There are still cases when glas- 
nost is used in the interests of personal or group ambitions, destroy- 
ing normal communication and the spirit of comradely demands 
among people. The inalienable principle of true glasnost, which 
means that free expression of opinions must work to elevate the per- 
sonality and protect the dignity of people rather than humiliate them 
with accusations and name-calling, is not always adhered to. 

The Conference stresses that consistent expansion of glasnost is a 
necessary condition for the democratization of all spheres of society, 
and for the renewal of socialism. As it expands glasnost, the Party 
follows Lenin’s thought that the masses should know everything, that 
they should have an opportunity to judge and to be aware of what 
they are accepting. The Communist Party and the people of the So- 
viet Union want the truth; they want exhaustive and objective infor- 
mation about everything that occurs in their society. Glasnost must 
serve the aim of consolidating all public forces on the ideas and prin- 
ciples of perestroika. 

3. The Conference sees it as an urgent task of the Party to con- 
solidate and promote in every way the basic principles of glasnost: 
that every citizen has the inalienable right to obtain exhaustive and 
authentic information on any question of public life that is not a state 
or military secret, and the right to open and free discussion of any 
socially significant issue. 

The Conference notes that the Party is called upon to set an ex- 
ample of initiative in unfolding glasnost. Communists and the public 
at large should be thoroughly informed about the work of the Party’s 
governing bodies and of local Party organizations and their commit- 
tees, and the work of top-ranking cadres. Party forums and meetings 
should be open, and questions of Party life and the Party’s guidance 
of socialist construction should be freely discussed. Critical remarks, 
opinions and proposals submitted by the public should be carefully 
examined, and projected important decisions should be published and 
discussed. All this constitutes the open nature of the Party’s policy, 
and contributes to the strengthening of its ties with society. 

It is the duty of Party leaders at all levels and members of elective 
Party bodies to systematically inform Party organizations, work col- 
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lectives and the public at large about their work. It is the duty of 
Party organizations to cultivate a culture of glasnost and the skills of 
democratic debate and comradely discussion. 

The Conference believes that it is necessary to bring existing in- 
structions and regulations conceming the work of Party committees 
and organizations abreast of the democratization of Party life. Free 
access of members of elective Party bodies to sittings of the Party 
committee bureaus accountable to them, including the Political Bu- 
reau of the CPSU Central Committee, should be envisaged, as should 
the right to use documents, information and data that are in the hands 
of the Party committee and its apparatus. 

The Conference attaches special significance to glasnost in the per- 
sonnel policy, and to shaping a democratic mechanism, relying on 
public opinion, for the promotion of leading cadres. 

4. The Conference reaffirms that glasnost and open control and 
criticism by the masses is an essential condition for the effective 
functioning of the bodies of government. Glasnost should be ex- 
tended at all stages of their work, planning and administration; public 
opinion should be studied and taken into account, and there should 
be public discussion of nationwide and regional economic, ethnic, 
youth, ecological, social and other problems. 

Heads of enterprises and offices, the boards of collective farms and 
cooperatives, and the councils of work collectives are called upon to 
act openly. The working people must be kept informed of decisions 
on production and social issues; they must know the results achieved 
by their collectives, including the financial situation. The administra- 
tion must let the collective know in good time of projected decisions 
that affect the interests of people, and take account of people’s atti- 
tude toward the planned measures. 

Glasnost is an obligatory aspect of the work done by people’s con- 
trol and law-enforcement agencies. Information about their work 
should be systematically published, as should crime statistics and 
measures of crime prevention. 

Any unjustified restrictions on the use of socioeconomic and po- 
litical statistics and information on the ecological situation should be 
lifted; a system of gathering, processing and disseminating such sta- 
tistics based on the latest communication technology should be set 
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up; all library departments should be open to the public, and the use 
of archive material should be regulated by legislation. 

The Conference calls on all public organizations to discharge their 
statutory functions freely and publicly, providing exhaustive infor- 
mation on the work of their congresses, conferences and elective 
bodies and on the decisions they take. 

5. The Conference notes the important role played by the mass 
media in expanding glasnost. They are called upon to cover all as- 
pects of the activity of Party, government and public organizations, 
to further the consolidation of socialist society, to actively propagate 
accumulated experience and to act as an instrument of people’s con- 
trol over the state of affairs in the country. The Conference considers 
it absolutely intolerable for anyone to block critical publications in 
the press, just as it is opposed to the publication of unobjective in- 
formation that affects the honor and dignity of a citizen. Glasnost 
presupposes the social, legal and moral responsibility of the mass 
media. 

The indispensable requirement here is ideological commitment and 
lofty morals, competence, strict abidance by professional ethics and 
properly verified information, and the right of every citizen subjected 
to criticism to have his properly argued reply published in the same 
organ of the press. Openness and criticism should not serve to en- 
courage cliquism, demagoguery, or national, regional or corporate 
egoism. The points of view of all sides in a controversy should be 
reflected in the mass media impartially and without distortion. No one 
has a monopoly on the truth, and there should be no monopoly on 
glasnost. 

6. The conference holds that glasnost has wholly justified itself, 
and that it should be promoted in every way in future. Therefore it 
is essential to create legal guarantees of glasnost. The right of citi- 
zens of the USSR to information should be enshrined in the Consti- 
tution. Legislative acts should be worked out to define the rights and 
duties of the state, of office holders and of citizens in carrying for- 
ward the principles of glasnost. A system of continuous and exhaus- 
tive information about the state of affairs must be set up at enter- 
prises, in villages and towns, regions, republics and the country as 
a whole, and citizens, the mass media, work collectives and public 
organizations should have the legal right to receive the information 
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they wish. The limits of essential secrecy and official secrets should 
be clearly defined, and responsibility should be established for the 
dissemination of information that constitutes a state or military secret 
or that impinges upon the legitimate rights of citizens, or disrupts 
public order, security, or public health and morality. The responsi- 
bility for obstructing citizens in the exercise of their right to infor- 
mation, for concealing information and for distorting or using it for 
illegal ends should also be clearly defined. 

Glasnost must not be used to the detriment of the interests of the 
Soviet state and society, or the rights of individuals; or to preach war 
and violence, racism, or national and religious intolerance, or to 
propagate cruelty or disseminate pomography. Manipulation of glas- 
nost should be ruled out. 

By asserting and expanding glasnost in Party, government and 
public affairs and in the mass media, the Party and Soviet society 
have set in motion the powerful potential and vast resources of the 
socialist system. Without glasnost there is no perestroika, no democ- 
racy. Glasnost is the natural climate for the life and progress of dem- 
ocratic humane socialism. 

The Conference calls on all Communists, all Party organizations, 
to carry the truth to the masses and actively advance socialist de- 
mocracy and the culture of debate, and to create favorable conditions 
for the lively and outspoken discussion of each and every issue, for 
the initiative and creative thinking of Soviet people. 

The Conference is sure that all Communists will contribute to the 
consolidation of glasnost as a standard of life in socialist society. 


On Legal Reform 


1. The All-Union Party Conference notes that significant measures on 
the legal backing of perestroika have been implemented since the 
April 1985 Plenary Meeting of the CPSU Central Committee. How- 
ever, they must be regarded merely as a beginning in the widespread 
effort of shaping a socialist rule-of-law state. Within the next few 
years we shall have to implement a large-scale legal reform in order 
to secure the supremacy of the statute of the law in all spheres of 
society’s life and to strengthen the mechanisms of maintaining so- 
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cialist law and order on the basis of developing government by the 
people. 

2. Of great importance here is the improvement of the legislative 
activity of the supreme authorities of the USSR, the Union and Au- 
tonomous Republics aimed at consolidating the constitutional regime 
in the country, dramatically increasing the role played by Soviet laws 
that regulate the major areas of social relations, and consistently ap- 
plying the principle: what is not forbidden by the law is permissible. 
It is especially important to democratize the legislative process, which 
must proceed on the basis of glasnost, competent scientific evalua- 
tion, and discussion of bills with the participation of the general pub- 
lic, the entire people. 

3. A cardinal review, codification and systematization of legisla- 
tion must be an inalienable part of the legal reform. From the angle 
of the new conditions of economic management, the humanization 
and democratization of public life, and greater emphasis on preven- 
tion of the violation of the law, we have to introduce essential 
changes in legislation on socialist property, planning, financial and 
economic relations, taxation, environmental protection, in the norms 
regulating property turnover, labor, housing, pensions and other is- 
sues of daily life, and to radically revise criminal, administrative, 
procedural and correctional labor legislation. It is necessary to devote 
the utmost attention to the legal protection of the individual, to con- 
solidate the guarantees of the political, economic and social rights and 
freedoms of Soviet people. It is also essential to enhance the respon- 
sibility of every citizen to his or her work collective, the state and 
the society as a whole. To make law and government decisions con- 
form strictly to the requirements of the Constitution of the USSR, it 
would be useful to set up a Committee for Constitutional Supervision 
and also to tighten control over the strict observance of legal precepts 
in departmental normative acts and to see to it that the number of 
such acts should be drastically reduced. 

4. The Conference regards enhancing the role of courts of law in 
the system of socialist democracy as one of the essential tasks of per- 
estroika. It is necessary to substantially consolidate the guarantees of 
such principles of Soviet judicial procedure as contentious proceed- 
ings, Openness, unswerving observance of the presumption of inno- 
cence and the inadmissibility of both accusatorial bias and conniv- 
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ance with regard to those who have violated the Soviet law. It is 
necessary to raise the authority of the courts of law, to secure un- 
conditional independence of judges and their subordination to the law 
alone, and to define concrete sanctions for interference in their activ- 
ity and contempt of court. The election of district, city, area, re- 
gional and territorial courts by superior Soviets of People’s Deputies 
and the institution of longer terms of office for them must be one of 
the guarantees of strengthening the independence of judges. In order 
to raise impartiality in the administration of justice, the role and re- 
sponsibility of people’s assessors, it is advisable to increase their 
number when hearing more involved cases in court. 

5. In the conditions of the economic reform, the introduction of 
khozraschot, self-government and self-financing, there is a need for 
extending the full powers of state arbitration in strengthening con- 
tractual discipline and protecting the rights of enterprises and coop- 
eratives, for essentially upgrading the role of judicial authorities, and 
for consolidating the legal services in the Soviets of People’s Dep- 
uties, ministries and government agencies, and economic organiza- 
tions. 

6. It is necessary to increase the responsibility of the Procurator’s 
Office, to restore in full measure the Leninist principles of procura- 
torial supervision, whose role is to watch closely over the execution 
and the uniform interpretation and application of laws throughout the | 
country, and persistently combat violations of socialist legality by 
whomsoever they have been committed. To this end, it is necessary 
to further strengthen the independence of the procurators and to pre- 
clude any pressure on them or interference with their activities. 

7. Constant attention must be paid to improving the work of the 
militia; to raising the cultural standard and the professional education 
of those employed in interior affairs bodies, securing their strict ob- 
servance of socialist legality and strengthening their ties with work 1 | 
collectives and the local community; and to eliminating abuses in 
their work. To make better use of the potentialities of interior affairs 
bodies in crime control, it is advisable to assign investigation of the 
bulk of criminal cases to the investigative apparatus of the Internal 
Affairs Ministry, making it an autonomous structure over which the 
republican and local interior affairs bodies would have no control; to 
raise the responsibility of investigators; to strengthen the legal guar- 
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antees of the legitimacy of their work; and to reinforce procuratorial 
supervision over preliminary investigations. 

8. The Conference attaches great importance to increasing the role 
of the Bar as a self-governing association rendering legal aid to cit- 
izens, state enterprises and cooperative societies, and representing 
their interests in courts, other governmental bodies and public orga- 
nizations. The participation of defense counsel in preliminary inves- 
tigations and court proceedings must be extended. 

9. An urgent task is to provide personnel support for the legal re- 
form. This presupposes a coherent system of selection, education, 
training and retraining of lawyers who are assigned to work in So- 
viets of People’s Deputies, in the national economy, in the militia 
and in other law-enforcement bodies. To this end, we must reorga- 
nize the training of researchers and more highly qualified teachers, 
end their isolation from practice and raise their competence in set- 
tling legal questions related to the economic reform. 

10. The formation of a socialist rule-of-law state, the reform of the 
political system and the introduction of new methods of economic 
management call for an effective remodeling of the legal education 
of the population. Its juridical education must be a single nationwide 
and Party program embracing all sectors of the working people and 
the leading personnel both at the center and in the localities. Legal 
literature must be available to every Soviet citizen and published in 
an adequate number of copies. The general secondary, vocational and 
higher schools, the mass media, creative workers’ unions and other 
public organizations must play an important role in cultivating re- 
spect for Soviet law and upholding socialist democracy, civil activity 
and responsibility. 

11. The Conference deems it expedient that the CPSU Central 
Committee, the USSR Supreme Soviet and the USSR Council of 
Ministers, together with public and scientific organizations, elaborate 
and implement a concrete plan of action in the nearest future in order 
to carry out the legal reform in our country. 
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CURRENT AFFAIRS/INTERNATIONAL AFFAIRS 


“No Soviet leader has ever before written anything like it... . 
None has ever addressed us directly, laying out the disasters and 
challenges preoccupying him at home, trying to convey his understand- 
ing of international realities, and inviting a joint effort to think through 
what truly matters in the contest between our two societies. ... Mr 
Gorbachev is up to something enormously important within his own 
land, and, if we will hear him out, we may begin to understand what 
drives him, and what is init for us.” ~ 

—Robert Legvold, New York Times Book Review 


“Gorbachev's criticism of the system he inherited is as devastating as 
anyone’s....In this book, [he] is a kind of agent provocateur, not 
because he tells the Soviets what to think but because he calls on them to 
think in the first place.” —Robert Scheer, Los Angeles Times 


“Perestroika provides an important opportunity for Americans to think 
about how far the Soviet Union has come since Stalin's day, and what 
those changes might imply for the future. . . . Not the least value of this 
. .. book could be the way it might force us . . . to ask whether we would 

| be prepared to respond to the changes in the Soviet Union we have 
_ claimed to want for so many years.” 
—John Lewis Gaddis, Washington Post Book World 
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